ED 315 780

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY

REPORT NO

PUB DATE

GRANT

NOTE

AVAILABLE FROM

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

CS 212 220

Applehee, Arthur N.; And Others

The Writing Report Card, 1984-88: Findings from the
Nation's Report Card.

Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J.;
National Assesgsment of Educational Progress,
Princeton, NJ.

National Center for Education Statistics (ED),
Washington, DC.
ISBN-0-88685-096-7;
Jan 90

G00B720335

111p.; For Reading Report Card, see CS 009 931.
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Educational Testing Service, Rosedale Rd., Princeton,
NJ 08541-0001.

Reports - General (140) -- Reports -
Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

NAEP--19-W-01

MF01/PCO5 Plus Postage.

*Educational Assessment; Elementary Secondary
Education; ExXpository Writing; Grade 4; Grade 8;
Grade 1l; Grammar; Instructional Effectiveness;
x*National Surveys; Persuasive Discourse; Punctuation;
Spelling; Student Attitudes; Trend Analysis; *Writing
Evaluation

National Assessment. of Educational Progress; *Writing
Attitudes

Based on two national assessments of the writing

proficiency of representative samples of students in grades 4, 8, and
11 conducted during the school years ending in 1984 and 1988, this

report assesses the informative,

persuasive, and imaginative writing

performance of the nation's students and tracks changes in
performance over time. The first three chapters of the report

describe student performance on the informative,

persuasive, and

imaginative writing tasks included in the writing trend assessments,
based on the results of the primary trait and holistic analyses. The
fourth chapter summarizes trends in average task accomplishment for
the nation and various demoyraphic subpopulations. In the fifth

chapter, trends in students'

grammar, punctuation, and spelling are

discussed. The sixth chapter discusses factors that appear to be

related to writing performance,

such as students' instructional

experiences and home environment. The report concludes that despite

colle progress
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some tasks, students' writing performance across

tasks remains low and has changed little across time. The report also
finds that the extent to which students at all grade levels value

writing, use it
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What is The Nation's Report Card?

HIE NATION'S REPORT CARD), the National Assessment of Fducational Progress INAEP), is the only

nationally representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in
various subject arcas. Since 1969, assessments have heen conducted periodically in reading, mathemat-
ics, science, writing, history/geography, and other fields. By making objective information on student
performance available to policymakers at the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of
ournation’s evaluation of the condition and progress of education. Only information related to academic
achicvement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees the privacy of individual students and
their families,

NAEP is a congressionally man *ated project of the National Center for Education Statistics, the U.S.
Department of Education. The Comn issioner of Education Statistics is responsible, hy law, for carrying
outthe NAEP project through competiti » awards to qualitied organizations. NAEP reports directly to the
Commissioner, who is also responsible fo. - providing continuing reviews, including validation studies
and solicitation of public comment, on NAEP's conduct and usefulness.

In 1988, Congress created the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to formulate policy
guidelines for NAEP. The board is responsible for selecting the subject areas to he assessed, which may
include adding to those specified by Congress; identifving appropriate achievement goals for cach age
and grade; developing assessment objectives: developing test specitications; designing the assessment
methodology; developing guidelines and standards for data analysis and for reporting and disseminating
results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; im-
proving the form and use of the National Assessment; and ensuring that all items selected for use in the

National Assessment are free from racial, cultural, gender, or regional bias,
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OVERVIEW

iyt F - HIS REPORT 1S based on two

¢ % national assessinents of writing

b

L% proficiency conducted during
RN . s

2 the school years ending in 1984
i

" and 1988. In each of the assess-
’ ments, nationally representative
samples of students in grades 4, 8, and 11 —
approximately 18,000 students in all —
responded to a series of writing tasks. 1o
assess the informative, persuasive, and imagi-
native writing performance of the nation's
students, and to track changes in perform-
ance over time, the 1988 assessmentincluded
a set of 12 writing tasks that had been ad-
ministered in 1984." Thus, the same tasks
were given to nationally representative
samples of stndents at two diferent points in
time. Students also were asked to provide
demographic information and to answer a
brief questionnaire about their writing expe-
riences and instruction,

Because competence in one type of writing
does not necessarily go hand in hand with

competence in another, the 1984 and 1988
assessments were designed 1o examine stu-
dents’ abilities to engage in three types of
writing: informative, persuasive, and imagi-
native. For example, students were asked to
complete brief informative descriptions,
reports, and analyses; to write persuasive
letters and arguments; and to invent their
own stories. The papers were evaluated on
the basis of students' suceess in accomplish-
ing the specific purpose of each writing task
(as measured by primary trait scoring), their
relative writing fluency (as measured by ho-
listic scoring), and their mastery of the con-
ventions of written English (as measured by
their speliing, punctuation, and grammar).

Major Findings: 1974-1988

Although the results presenterl here can-
not be directly linked to the results from
assessments conducted prior to 1984, the
procedures used are similar to those that
served as the basis for the previous NAEP

Aortheaming veport will scoomarize reanlts for the entive seb ob wiiting tshs adiministered in 1938, including a study of longer
response times and several new tasks that were notincluded in the 1981 assessiment.

O
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report, Writing Trends Across the Decade,
1974-84.% Taken together, these two reports
provide the following view of trends across
the 14-year period from 1974 to 1988.

Levels of writing performance in 1988
appeared to be substantially the same as in
1974. Many students continued to perform at
minimal levels on the NAEP writing assess-
ment tasks, and relatively few performed at
adequate or better levels.

At the elementary school level, writing
performance has been relatively gonstant,
From 1974 1o 1984, students evidenced in-
creased performance on some tasks and
decreased performance on others. From 1984
10 1988, they improved somewhat on several
tasks and did not decline on any.

Atthe middle school level, there have been
changes from assessment to assessment, but
the net effect over the 14-year period is one of
relative stability. Mixed trends betweer: 1974
and 1979 were followed by consistently im-
proved performance between 1979 and 1984.
However, between 1984 and 1988, eighth-
grade students showed more declines than

gains, reducing performance to approxi-
mately the 1974 and 1979 levels.

At the high school level, there has also
been little overall change. Performance de-
creased for most tasks between 1974 and
1979 and recovered somewhat in 1984. How-
ever, from 1984 to 1988, performance changed
little on most tasks. Consequently, despite a
dip in 1979, performance between 1974 and
1988 appears to have remained quite consis-
tent.

Summary of Procedures: 1984 and 1988

To examine trends in writing achievement
from 1984 to 1988, one set of analyses, based
on primary trait scoring, focuses on the
writer’s effectiveness in accomplishing each
task; it is sensitive to the writer’s understand-
ing of the audience as well as to the inclusi:n
of specific features needed to accomplish the
specific purpose of that task. The primary
trait scoring criteria defined five levels of task
accomplishment: not rated, unsatisfactory,
minimal, adequate, and elaborated. General
definitions of these levels are provided on the
following page.

See Acthur NoApplebee, Judith A Langer, and a VS Mnllis, Weiting Trends Aceoss the Decade, 197884 (Prineeton, N1: Educational
Testing Ses viee, National Assessient of Educational Progress, 1986) for the detailed trend vesults from 1974 to 1984, The Data Appendix
contains the fignres from that report, which provided the tremd vssolts for cach of the tasks included i the 1974 1o 1984 writing
assessments. The assessient approach from 1974 10 1981 i consistent with the 1981 10 1988 trend resalts presented herein (e, the
types ofwriting tasks and scorving imethadst However, heginning in 1984, NAEP expranded the munber of different Kinds of tasks given
to stuclents, and diveloped new analytic provedures for reporting writing assessinent resalts. This information is not available for

assessments prior to 1984,

6
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mcurg 1 | Levels of Task REPORT |ramp
[] p— i vy
Accomplishment =
—N
Score
4 Elaborated. Students providing claborated responses went beyond the essen-

tial, reflecting a higher level of coherence and providing ‘more detail to support
the points made.

Adequate. Students providing adequate responses included the information
and ideas necessary to accomplish the underlying task and were considered

Minimal. Students writing at the minimal level recognized some or all of the
elements necded to complete the task but did not manage these elements well
enough to assure that the purpose of the task would be achieved.

Unsatisfactory. Students who wrote papers judged as unsatisfactory pro-
vided very abbreviated, circular, or disjointed responses that did not even

3
likely to be effective in achioving the desired purpose.
P
1
begin to address the writing task.
0

Not Rated. A small percentage of the responses were blank, indecipherable,
or completely off task, or contained a statement to the effect that the student

. did not know how to do the task; these responses were not rated.

pa——

E

Q

The samples of writing gencrated by stu-
dents in the assessments represent their abil-
ity to produe- first-draft writing on demand
in a relatively short time under less than
ideal conditions; thus, the guidelines for
evaluating task accomplishment are designe -1
to reflect these constraints and do not require
a finished performance. Because primary
trait scoring is based on established criteria,
itis theoretically possible for all papers to be
rated at the highest level on a straighttor-
ward task, or for all papers to be scored at
the lowest levels on a particularly difficult
task. Thus, the primarv trait scoring proce-
dure provides the best assessment of stue
dents’ ability to perform the task.

RIC
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An analysis of the primary trait results us-
ing the Average Respounse Method (ARM)
provides an estimate of trends in students’
average performance across the set of tasks
for the nation and for subpopulations of stu-
dents.?

Another set of analyses, based on geneial
impression or holistic scoring, focuses on
the writer's flueney in responding to each
task relative to the performance of other stu-
deuts at that gea'e level. 1t is sensitive to a
range of different skills, including organiza-
tion, guality of content, grammar and usage,
spelling, punctuation, and word choice, In
holistic scoring, readers do not make sepa-

‘urther details about the Average Response Method (ARM) for scaling assessment results can be found in the Proecdural Appendix.
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rate judgments about specific aspects of writ-
ing, but instead consider the overall effect,
rating each paper on a 6-point scale based on
its general fluency relative to the other pa-
pers being evaluated. Unlike primary trai
scores, the average score for a set of papers
rated holistically will generally fall near the
midpoint of this scale.

Thus, primary trait scoring permits year to
2ar and grade level to grade level compari-
sons on specific criteria applied across the
grades, while holistic scoring permits year to
year comparisons of relative fluency at cach
grade. A description of the primary trait and
holistic scoring procedures and a compari-
son of results from the two methods are in-
cluded in the Procedural Appendix.

The final set of analyses, applied to a sub-
set of the papers, closely examiines students’
accuracy in spelling, grammar, and punc-
tuation. {See Procedural Appendix for the
scoring scheme.)

Grade Level Findings: 1984 and 1988

Despite some progress on some tasks,
overall, students’ writing performance across
tasks remains low and has changed iittle
across time. In both 1984 and 1988, substan-
tially more than half the high-school students
assessed wrote aless than adequate response
to five of the six writing tasks administeced.
Further, the extent to which students at all
grade levels value writing, use it in their own
lives, and engage in writing process activitios
remains quite limited.

Grade 4. Students showed signilicant gains
in the pereentage of responses judged ade-
quate or better on three of the six writing

tasks given at grade 4. The relative flueney of

fourth graders’ responses also imeroved on
one task. No significant decreases across time

should e coted, that one of the tasks onwhich th e Jementary sehool sindents made significant ganne,

tash -
Appendis,

8

were found for any task administered at this
grade level. However, the suminary analysis
across tasks indicated that the change in
average performance between 1984 and 1988
was not statistically signiticant.?

Grade 8. Kighth graders showed signifi-
cant increases from 1984 to 1988 in the per-
centage of adequate or better responses on
two of six tasks requiring informative or per-
suasive writing, and showed improved flu-
ency on one task. However, they showed
declines on one task in the percentage of
adequate or better responses and on two
tasks in the percentage of minimnal or better
responses. The declines evidenced by these
students outweighed the gains, and as aresult,
students at grade 8 showed a significant de-
cline overall.

Grade 11. At grade 11, there was an in-
crease in the percentage of students who
were able to write a minimal or better re-
sponse to one informative task. In addition,
fluency in response to one of the persuasive
tasks also increased. However, on average,
the writing performance of these high-school
students showed no significant change from
1984 to 1988.

Additional Highlights

Students in both assessments appeared to have
the most suceess on informative writing tasks that
required straightforward reports or letters. A
majority of the cighth- and eleventh-grade stu-
dents wrote responses to these tasks that were
judged adequate or better,

In 1988, students at grades © and 11 improved
over their counterparts in 1984 on an informative
task requiring analysis. However, performance
remained very low. Only 13 to 14 percent of the
students at either grade ievel responded adequately
or hetter ta this task, which asked them to com-
pare and contrast alternatives.

aimaganative writing

could not be juelnded in the simmary analy 1o technical reasans. Faether intormation js provided in the Procedural



In j.ersuasive writing, fourth graders showed
improvements in their ability to convince others
and refute opposing points of view. Results for
eighth graders were mixed and performance at
grade 11 showed little change. Fer<ar than one-
third of the students wrote responses judged ade-
quate or better to any of the persuasive tasks, Even
at grade 11, only 28 percent wrote adequate or
better responses to the least difficult ,.ersuasive
task.

Sixty-five percent of the fourth graders demon-
strated an understanding of the basics of s:ory-
telling, but only 15 percent were able to write
well-developed stories.

Black and Hispanic students appeared to show
consistent improvements at all three grade levels,
although the changes were not statistically signifi-
cant.®

For the nation as a whole, students’ control of
the mechanics of written English was comparable
in 1984 and 1988, However, Black students showod
small gains in grammar, punctuaticn, and spell-
ing relative to their White counterparts.

At all grade levels, students reported some-
what more frequent school writing assignments
in 1988 than in 1984, This was particularly true for
essays and other forms of informative and persua-
sive writing. However, 36 pereent of the eleventh
graders reported that they had not written an
essay, composition, or theme for their English
class in the previous wecek.

In 1388, fourth and cighth graders reported
doing more revising than did their counterparts
in the carlier assessment; however, the use of
revising strategics reported by students in grade
11 did not appear to change across time.

Students’ attitudes toward writing changed
slightly across time. In 1988, fourth and cighth

graders appearea (o be more aware of the positive
value of writing in their lives, and cighth and clev-
enth graders reported engaging in more selt-spon-
sored writing activitics.

In both 1984 and 1988, students’ enjoyment of
writing and their likelihood of writing outside of
school decreased as their grade level increased.
In 1988, only 26 percent of the eleventh graders
reported engaging in much writing outside of
school.

A Note on Interpretations

NAEP reports the performance of grouns
of students, not individuals. The results in
this reportinclude measures of average writ-
ing performance for groups of students and
the percentages of students responding to
the assessment tasks at different levels of
success. Because the averages and the per-
centages presented in this report are based
on samples, they are necessarily estimates.
Like all estimates based on surveys, they arc
subject to sampling error as well as meas-
urement error.

NAEP uses a complex procedure — the
jackknife methodology — to compute stan-
dard errors that estimate the sampling error
and other random error associated with
observed assessment results. This report
adheres to a standard convention whereby
trend differences are identified as significant
moted with an asterisk) only if they are at
least twice as Jarge as their standard errors.
Such differences are described in this report
as “significant” improvements or declines in
the statistical sense.

PIne evidenee of stability or slight inprovement in the weiting proficiency of Black high-sehool stadents; i particularly encouraging
given thatthe dropout rate forthese stdents has reportediv heen deereasing sinee 1955 A Blaek students schio i previnus sears mighit
have left school are now more likely to remain, one might expeet the writing pertormance of Blacek high schoot stide nts ovevall to
decline However, the NALE perfarmsanee resnbts indicate stighi gains ratherikan declines, in their i olicieney. 'S Depastment of
Eeieation, Office of rdueational Researeh and Improvemnent, National Center lor Education Statistics, 1968 lucation tndicators
Washington, DC: LS. Departinent of Edueation, 1988), .28
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Itis important, however, to distinguish sta-
tistical significance from educational sig-
nificance. Some statistically significant dif-
ferences may not merit educational concern
and some patterns of results that are not
statistically significant may have educational
significance. Readers must use their own
knowledge and experience to decide for
themselves how important particular changes
or differences are in the real world, since
statistical conventions can aid, but not
replace, good judgment.

Interpreting the assessment results — at-
tempting to put them into a real world con-

text, advancing plausible explanations, and
suggesting possible courses o! action — will
always be an art, not a sciencs. No one can
control all the possible variables affecting a
survey. And any particular change in achieve-
ment may be explained in marny ways or per-
haps not at all. The interpretive remarks in
this report represent the professional judg-
ments of NAEP staif and consultants and must
stand the tests of reason and the reader's
knowledge and experience. The conjectures
may not always be correct, but they repre-
sent a way of stimulating the debate neces-
sary to achieve a full understanding of the
results and to implement appropriate action.

Chapters One, Two, and Three of this report describe student performance on the itforma-
tive, persuasive, and imaginative writing tasks included in the writing trend assessments,
based on the results of the primary trait and holistic analyses. Chapter Four summarizes
trends in average task accomplishment for the nation and various demographic subpopula-
tions, offering a global view of the assessment results. In Chapter Five, trends in students’
grammar, punctuation, and spelling are discussed. Finally, Chapter Six discusses factors that
appear to be related to writing performance, such as students’ instructional experiences and

home environment.

10
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CHAPTER ONE

NFOBRMATIVE, WRITING 1S used to
convey ideas - to inform others
about facts, feelings, or procedures,
It can involve simple retelling or re-
porting as well as more complex
analyses or generalizations about ex-
periences or knowledge. We use informative
writing when compuesing a letter, describing
atripwe have taken, integrating lecture notes
into awritten report, recording an analysis
of the recent stock warket crash, and gener-
alizing financial lessons wo have learned., In-
fovmative writing serves many purposes in
accomplishing evervday as well as academic
goals and can involve straightforward as well

O
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as highly complex thinking,

Of the five informative writing  tasks
included in the assessment of trends, one
required a report from personal experience,
three required reports from given informa-
tion, and one required analysis of given
information. Together, they reflect the diver-
sity of purposes for which infornative writ-
ing is undertaken. FIGURE 1.1 nresents data
onthe percentage of students who performed
at or above the ranimal and adequate levels
oftask accomplishment fov cach informative
task incluacd in the 1984 and 1988 assess-
ments,

11
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| ve Writing:  erotame
FIGUPE 1.1 Trends in Informative Writing: AR

Graaes 4, 8, and 11
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* Shows statistically sigmihicant difference between years at the 0% level See {he Data Appendis far jackkmifed
standard errors and the Procedural Appendix for intormation on NAEP methoeds for computimg standard errors.

L. PR

12 |
o ‘, - 1"
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Reporting from Personal Experience

other informative task they were assigned. In
1984, 68 percent of the eleventh graders pro-
vided atleast an adequate description of their
job-related experiences and 84 percent pro-
vided a description that was judged minimal
or better. The 1988 results indicate no signifi-

More eleventh graders provided adequate cant change across time in performance on
or better responses to this task than to any this task (see TABLE 1.1),

“‘Job Application” required eleventh-grade stu-
dents to provide a brief description of a desir-
able summer job and to summarize their
previous experiences or qualifications for it,

Reporting from Personal RE,I{,‘,ET":\Q“.';S
Experience: Trencis in the =l
TABLE 1.1 | Percentage of Students —

at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment

Not Rated Unsatisfactory Minimal Adequate Elaborated

Job Application: Grade 11

!
| 1988 1.3 12.8 175 64.4 4.1
: 1984 14 14.4 16.2 65.4 2.7
|

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the 05 level. No sannificance test 1s reported when the proportion
! of students at a score pont 1s less than 5. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors.

In 1988, approximately 15 percent of the eleventh graders provided unsatistactory re-
sponses that did not present any detail about the type ofjob desired. For example, the following
student response, reproduced verbatim, is typical of such papers.

e Kid et ok thot I dowt haue to
Wos¥ hord. and ot paid 4. usoai_.“wo-% Q.
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Responses rated as minimal provided some d:tail, but they created no organizational
framework for the reader to usce to fit the parts together. They mentioned the kind of job
desired, but did not describe relevant hobbies, interests, or past employment. The following
student writing samples arce typical.

MMM watdbh chirical

— Twaerld LG s nove. a part: i '
__ﬁem&lm&am&ﬁmﬁm&?ji&_

ard mestl v do paprmand okbac S hF.
Scheo\ i o o pibrik and b jdo s (2

. Peond Tl d Ll 4o awa e St 0F ey

woloXand nisvk oL 4 ﬂaqﬁi,. Teunldned JLP_L
L] .
Y oy

W

Despite some progress on some tasks, overall, students’ writing performance
across tasks remains low and has changed little acrcss time.
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Responses judged as adequate contained some information about the job desired and
presented some relevant background appropriate to the job. The following examples are
typical of the responses provided by nearly two-thirds of the eleventh graders.

1297,
L. /A0 4474744 A5
1414 .‘“A "l"‘/AA
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In contrast, the most successful papers — rated as “elaborated” -— provided a full descrip-
tion within a cohesive framework. In these papers, students described the desired job as well
as their qualifications and experience, and went beyond the basic elements required in an
effort to “sell” themselves. The following is an example of such a paper.

Reporting from Given Information

“Plants” required fourth-;ade students to that a previously ordered’1=shirt had not been
sunimarize a scichce expernnent depicted in received and proposing a course of action.
a series of pictures showing different stages

of a plant’s growth. “Applehy House” required fonrth, cighth, and
cleventh graders to write a newspaper article
“XYZ Compiamy” required tourth- and cighth- based on notes they were given about an

grade students to complete a letter explaining unusual haunted house,

o | Iu
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In both assessments, there were sharp dif-
ferences at each grade level in students’ per-
formance on the informative tasks that in-
volved reporting from given information. See
TABLE 1.2 below.

Fourth graders performed best in respond-
ing to the Plants task; in 1984, 84 percent
wrote at least a minimal description of a
plant's growth stages and 40 percent wrote

responses that were judged adequate, Per-
formanc: on this item in 1988 was virtually
unchanged.

The XYZ Company task permitted a com-
parison across grades as well as across time,
In both 1984 and 1988, the percentage of
effective responses to this task rose as ex-
pected from grade 4 to grade 8. As with the
Plants task, there was no significant change

' Reporting from Given REnE WATION'S
Information: Trends in the CARD :p
TBLE 1.2 | Percentage of Students =2
at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment
Not Rated  Unsatisfactory  Minimal Adequate  Elaborated
Plants: Grade 4
1988 1.3 16.C 42.5 40.2 [Category not
1984 1.4 14.7 43.8 40.0 applicable]
XYZ Company: Grade 4
1988 2.8 52.8 8.7 35.6 [Category not
1984 38 50.1 8.6 375 applicable]
XYZ Company: Grade 8
1988 0.3 21.4* 7.5* 70.7 [Category not E
1984 0.0 15.7 1.9 72.5 applicable]
| Appleby House: Grade 4 |
1988 2.0 24.6 495 23.7* 0.0
1984 4.3 28.7 50.8 16.2 0.0 '
i Appleby House: Grade 8 '
 qo8 0.3 10.2 40.9 47.4 13 |
f 1984 0.4 9.6 44.2 44.3 1.6
, Appleby House: Grade 11
‘ 1988 0.8 8.9 37.0 57.0 1.3 )
| 1984 1.6 10.0 35.8 50.b 2.1 :
] fShows statistically sigraficart ditference et cen years at the 05 Jevel Nosigriticar o test s reported when the proportion of

students at a score point s less than 5 See Data Appendix tor jackkmfed stanaard errors.
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across time in fourth-grade students’ per-
formance on this item, while at the eighth-
grade level, the percentage of students writ-
ing at the minimal level or better declined
significantly (from 84 percent to 78 percent)
The percentage providing adequate
responses, however, did not change signifi-
cantly between 1984 and 1988.

The Appleby House task was given at all

three grades, and again the percentage of

adequate or better responses rose across the
grades. While the guality of eighth- and elev-

enth-grade students’ responses to this task
did not change across time, the percentage
of fourth-grade students who wrote reports
at or above the minimal level increased sig-
nificantly (from 67 percent to 73 percent)
between 1984 and 1988, as did the percent-
age performing adequately or better (from 16
percent to 24 percent).

The following sample responses to the
Appleby House task illustrate the range of
student performance.

In the Appleby House task, students were asked to reorganize the information provided and
weave it into a report that would help the reader understand what the housc is like. Some
students simply enumerated the details in the sequence in which they were given without
inerrelating them. Such responses were rated as minimal.

Ghe. Lrvie. apcithe e seirdarinr, T

_0nermre god Stiios  Qtodig Ao S

—caoliry «

’ -

__2&__&_44%%,

In 1988, approximately half of the cighth and eleventh graders, as well as nearly one-quarter
of the fourth graders, provided reports judged as adequate. These responses tended to be
brief, but presented information about the house in a report format, as illustrated by the

foilowing example.
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In contras:, the most successful reports emulated a newspaper article and linked critical

details within a cohesive thematic frame in ways that both interested and informed the reader.
Unfortunately, only a handful of the students provided such reports. The following is an
example of an elaborated paper.

Yant of fumers ol wnsySstupmttnbet Cocts han
Lrented M = g ek W(Gnn ragghbothood, & hanse
oftrptofs . Tl dwelling 15 One Apaleb, Hale o
oclesd A wradlbog of 36 tooms bult ond an o p-ear
_Mv- on Iy
—ovrred S HenM ome ooty —tinadk (© cafp ende Sty
feen employuol b build Such, o ' 3 sds
Yo Cch‘ﬂmirhdhd&aﬁ_éhs&_ﬁ&s,_u,t_&am,&_
%M‘&-Amgim%_—thm
_wiml%%m_mnﬂnkshm__a%
Mmu_wlm?mwmus_

Ty

E

O e A o MMM&MMM
Mym%uwm

Ntk ok = o mySien,

Anaiytic Writing

“Food on tae Frontier” required cighth- and
eleveathi-grade students to read a social stud-
ies passage about frontier life and then to
explain why modern-day food ditfers from
frontier tood.

Analvtic writing is gqualitatively difierent
from the other kinds of informative writing
that students were asked to perform. Report-
ing from personal experienceand from given
information involves simpler descriptions of
what happened or what s, while analvtic
writing calls ‘or an explanation of why some-
thing happened as it did or how the parts fit
together, In the 1981 assessment, relatively
few students atany grade produced picees of

Q
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analytic writing from given information that
were judged adequate or better, As was seen
in Figure 1.1, 80 per - ntofthe cighth graders
and 85 percent of the cleventh graders ap-
peared to have a grasp of the basic clements
of analvtic writing, vet onlv 9 percent and 13
percent, respectively, wrote responses at the
adequate level or better.

The trend results indicate an upward shift
in analvticwriting performance from 198410
1988, with significantly higher percentages of
cighth graders reaching the adequate level
and eleventh graders veaching the minimal
fevel, Tlowever, a majority of the high-school
juniors assessedh in 1988 - - some 86 percent

stll failed to write an adequate analvtic
paper. Fuether. as shownein TARLE 13, al-
most none provided claborated responses.
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Analytic Writing from HEJ{,‘,’;,""‘\T;“.“;S
Given Information: CARD
TABLE 1.3 | Trends in the Percentage of
Students at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment

\

Not Rated ~ Unsatisfactory ~ Minimal Adequate Elaborated
Food on the Frontier: Grade 8
1988 0.6 209 65.7% 12.5* 0.3
1984 08 19.2 71.3 8.5 0.2
Food on the Frontier: Grade 11
1938 1.5 8.7¢ 75.7 13.7 0.5
1984 1.6 13.6 71.4 12.8 0.6

*Shows statistically sigraticant difference etween years ot the .05 level. No sigriicance testis reported when the proportion of
stadents at a score point is less than 5. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors.

In 1988, 21 pereent of the cighth graders and 9 percent of the eleventh graders providoed
unsatisfaciory responses which either simply repeated information given in the passage or did
not reflect an understanding of how to go about the task.
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In minimal responses to the Food on the Frontier task, such as the following, students
tended 1o present comparisons but did not provide explanations about cause and effect. In
1988, nearly iwo-thirds of the students al grade 8 and three-quarters of the students at grade 11
provided minimal responses.
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Papers judged as adequate provided some explanation for their comparisons, but were
either uncven or sparse in their presentation. The following is typical of such responses,




In contrast, the few most successful papers went beyond the basic elements required,
weaving their analyses into an organized and elaborated whole. The following is an example of
an elaborated response to this task.




Holistic Analyses

Eighth- and eleventh-grade students’ responses to the analytic task, Food on the Frontier,
also were scored holistically to monitor trends in relative writing fluency. As FIGURE 1.2
shows, from 1984 to 1988, there was no significant change in the relative fluency of students’
responses at either grade level. In both years, approximately 35 percent of the eighth graders
and slightly more than half of the eleventh graders wrote informative papers that were judged
as ‘better” ir. overall fluency in comparison to the total pool of papers written by students at
that grade level (i.e,, that received scores of 4, 5, or 6). Examples of papers receiving scores of
"4" on: the 6-point holistic scales for grades 8 and 11 are shown below.

Grade 8

Grade 11

%MWMM
U e e ot GutaTin A2 Mihs ef
, ; , ) . . ,




THE NATION'S

Trends in Fluency of Informative  REPORT(rqep
FIGURE 1.2 Writing at Grades 8 and 11: =5
“| Holistic Scores for —

“Food on the Frontier” Task

Holistic Scores: Grade 8

44 1988 % R
Grade 8 ated
6 2‘1 ; 1984 Mean 4,5,0r6
l 6.1 Grade 11 1988 1988 3.02 34.5
1984 2.97 35.0

pEEECTTIE 21 s 4t .
L e I Holistic Scores: Grade 11
2 12.0
131 % Rated
' Mean 4, 5,0r6
}g-g 1988  3.51 53.5
i ' 1984 3.50 53.3
Not
Rated
I al T m |
0 10 20 30 40

Percentage of Students

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. No signiticance test is reported when the
proportion of students at a score point is tess than 5. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors,




Summary

In summary, trends in students’ responses to these five informative writing tasks reveal little
progress across time. In both 1984 and 1988, about two-thirds of the eleventh graders were
able to write from personal experience and supply adequate information for a job application,
but only slightly more than half were able to write an adequate newspaper report from given
information.

For fourth and eighth graders, performance in 1988 was mixed on reporting tasks based on
given information. Generally, the simpler and clearer the information provided, the more
successful students were in summarizing and presenting it. More complex material required
more complex writing strategies, which the majority of students seemed to lack. Between 1984
and 1988, changes in performance on these tasks were inconsistent. Of the tasks requiring
students to report from given information, fourth graders improved on one (the Appleby
House task). In contrast, cighth graders showed a decline on one of the two reporting tasks
given at that grade level (XYZ Company).

Some improvements were found in analytic writing. For example, cighth graders in 1988
were more likely than those in 1984 to write an adequate or better report in response to the
Food on the Frontier task, and cleventh graders were more likely to write responses that were
judged minimal or better. However, no changes at cither grade level were avident in students’
relative fluency in response to this task. Also, in 1988, at grades 8 and 11, the percentage of
students writing adequate or better responses remained quite low (13 to 14 percent).
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CHAPTER TWO

ERSUASIVE WRITING 1S pri-
marilv intended to influence -
to change ideas or actions. It is
used 0 convinee others of a
point of view or a course of ac-
tion, to refute their opinions,
and to defend certain nositions or behaviors.
Persuisive writing  necessitates  awareness
of the characteristics of the reading audi-
cnee and ways to influence them. We use
persuasive writing ininformal notes when
we wish to convinee a friend 1 go te one
restatrant rather than another, as well as in
formal critical essays when we present a
tightly structured argument defending our
preferred interpretation of i classic §lay, In

all types of persuasive writing, both formal
and informal, the writer must take a point of
view and support or defend it.

Of the six persuasive tasks administered,
three involved writing to convinee others to
adopta particular point of view and the other
three involved writing to refute an opposing
position. Together these tasks reflect the kinds
ofwriting engaged in to influcnee others and
bring about change. FIGURE 2.1 presents
inforination on trends in the percentages of
students in cach grade who performed at or
above the minimal and adequate levels for
cach persuasive task,



REggsTNATION'S
Trends in Persuasive Writing:
FIGURE 2.1 g CARD
Grades 4, 8, and 11
Percentage at or above Percentage at or ahove
"‘Minimal’’ Level “‘Adequate’’ Leve!
0 100 100
i { —
Convincing Others
m Spaceshlip
Grade 4
@ Dissecting Frogs
82.2
8 7]
Grade ———— I
m Space Program
. i 79.4
Grade 11 IR 79.6
Refuting an
Oppusing Position
® Radio Station
Grade 4 154
11.4
Grade 8 R 66.1° 25.3°
rade } 726 =0 807
m Recreation
Opportunities
. 7.2
Grade 8 97
Grade 1 . 678 20.5
d R AR T 73.5 2 166
m Bike Lane
. L G 21.4
Grade 1 ppmepgrerrepeepromer e 67.6 F—— 24.9
{ —
0 woe o 100
1986 IR
1984 L0
¢ Shows statistically sigmificant difference hetwoeen years at the 045 level. See the Data Appendix for jackknited
standard errors and the Procedural Appendix for informiation on NAEP methods for computing standard errors.
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Writing to Convince Others

“Spaceship” required fourth graders to form
their own points of view about whether crea-
tures from another planet should be allowed
to return home or be detained for scientific
study, and to support their points of view in
ways that would convince others to agree with
them.

“Dissecting Frogs” required eightl graders to
take a stand on the dissection of frogs in
science class, and to discuss and support their
views,

“Space Program” required eleventh graders
to adopt a point of view about whether or not
funding for the space program should be
reduced, and to write a letter to their senator
explaining their position,

As indicated in Figure 2.1, in both 1984 and
1988 the percentage of students who pro-
vided adequate or better responses to these
tasks was far smaller than the percentage

writing minimal or better responscs. Al-
though they appeared able to understand the
assignments and present their points of view,
students were generally unable to support
their ideas.

There were significant changes across time
in students’ performance on two of the three
‘convineing” tasks (Spaceship and Dissccting
I'rogs). On the Spaceship task, 25 percent of
the fourth graders assessed in 1988 were able
to take a stand and support it adequately,
compared to only 2. percent who did so in
1984, Similarly, 16 percent of the eighth grad-
ers in 1988 wrote at least adequately about
their views on frog dissection, compared 1o
only 11 percent who did so in 1984,

Eleventh graders' performance remaincd
relatively constant from 1984 10 1988 on the
Space Program task, which asked them to
write a persuasive letter expressing their views
on funding for the space program. ‘Trend
results for the various levels of task accom-
plishment are presented in TABLE 2.1,
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students at a score pont s less than B See Data Appendix for jackknited standard errors !
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Writing to Convince Others: REFORT [rpmp
. RD|___
TABLE 2.1 | Trends in the Percentage of ___%
|
Students at Each Level of -
Task Accomplishment
Not Rated Unsatisfactory Minirmal Adequate Elaborated
Spaceship: Grade 4
1988 bl 337 36.7% 23,7 12
1984 6.9 30.0 431 19.7 0.3
Dlssecting Frogs: Grade 8
1988 0.8 16.9 £5.9° 15.9* 0.4
1984 1.0 14.4 739 10.4 0.2
Space Program: Grade 11
1988 3.7 175 H51.5 20.9 1.0 ;
1984 5.8 14.6 54.7 23.6 1.3 ’
*Showe statisitcally sigrificant ehfterence bebwest year, o the 0% Jevel Howeeibc e bt s toported when the propottion of !



An example of an unsatisfactory response to the Space Program task follows. Eighteen
percent of the high-school juniors provided similar responses that did not take a clear point of
view.

Dear Senator:

JAnnk L dmaid, Qo ﬂndﬁ
cmd_ gy, but T 4o
WR havt yany a

Yot e need YO Loalk k.

1 (,lbn‘f Tnin .

winiched  problems pihind.
Tk ™ cong. pay) rann Shintd
nf

opahvaA until we are ok ere of
o oW hnet

Responses that were rated as minimal took a point of view, but did not present reasons for it
nor did they provide convineing evidence that would sway a senator’s vote. The following is an
example of such a paper.

Dear Senator:
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Adequate responses supported the point of view presented with some reasoning or ex-
amples. In 1988, 27 percent of the students at grade 11 wrote such responses, as exemplified
below.

Dear Senator:

Ya a0 of pur £ina\ froafiery T manew s
_oeeded  Loc gametw ‘ Lexe
pfomgam . L beleye 15 moce mportewy To explbre
1E we LN \ue_\r\aA " %QM
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mmmmwh

Sincerel oy

A _concocoed CnL XY,

‘The most suceessful papers, although rare, provided a well-organized argument with
supporting evidence, The folowing is an example of an elaborated response.

Dear Senator:

teonting ()
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Writing to Refute an Opposing Position

“Radio Station” required fourth and eighth
graders to provide reasons why their class
should be permitted to visit a local radio sta-
tion devpite the manager's specified concerns.

“Recreation Opportunities” required eighth
and eleventh graders to take a stand on
whether their town should purchase a rail-
road track or a warehouse as a recreation
center and to defend their choice.

“Bike Lane” required eleventh graders to take
a stand on whether or not a bike lane should
be installed in their locality, and to refute the
opposing view.

TABLE 2.2

Radio Station: Grade 4
1988 4.8 46.6
1984 6.9 50.0
Radio Station: Grade 8
1988 0.6 33.4*
1984 0.2 27.2

Recreation Opportunities: Grade 8
1088 3.1 52.3
1984 2.2 476

Recreation Opportunities: Grade 11

1088 2.9 29.3
1934 0.6 26.0
Bike Lane: Grade 11

1388 0.9 29.7
1984 1.7 30.7

Writing to Refute an Opposing
Position: Trends in the
Percentage of Students at Each
Level o' Task Accomplishment

Not Rated Unsatisfactory Minimal

As was shown in Figure 2.1, the patterns
of student performance on the ‘“refuting’
tasks in 1984 and 1988 were similar to those
previously observed on the “convincing oth-
ers’ tasks. (TABLE 2.2 provides information
on levels of task accomplishment for the “re-
futing” rasks.) Far more students wrote re-
sponses at or above: the minimal level than at
or above the adequate level, indicating their
ability to take a stand but their inability to
provide sufficient support to refute others’
views. The trend data reves! fluctuations at
all three grades in students’ ability to per-
form the refuting tasks given. There was a
significant increase in the percentage of
fourth graders and a decrease in the per-

THETNATION'S

REPOR

CARD |Tep
ja— - Y
puans 1 X

Adequate Elaborated

335 1514 0.0

31.7 1.3 0.1

40.8 24.8* 0.4

41.8 30.2 0.6

37.4 7.2 01 ‘

40.5 9.6 0.2

A7.3* 1977 0.8

06.8 16.3 0.3

481 21.0 0.3

421 24.3

0.6 |

“Shoves atatistically significant difforence hetreen yvears at the .05 level No siqnificance tesUs reported when the proportior of
students at a score point s less than 5. See Data Appendix for jackkmifed standard erors.
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centage of eighth graders who wrote mini-
mal or better responses to the Radio Station
task. There was also a drop in the percentage
of eighth graders who wrote adequate or
better responses to this task. In 1988, more
than three-quarters of the high-school stu-
dents remained unable to write papers that
were adequate or better in response to either

the Recreation Opportunities task or the Bike
Lane task, and nearly one-third were unable
to write papers at the minimal level or better.

Substantial proportions of students wrote
unsatisfactory responses — primarily be-
cause these responses did not even take a
stand, let alone support it.

Minimal respcenses to the Bike T.2ne task reflected students’ inability to appeal to their
audience. These papers tended to state students’ views and sometimes provided elaboration,
but did not construct a persuasive argument. The following is such an example.

Dear Council Members:




As illustrated by the following example, papers judged as adequate took a stand for or
against the proposal and also briefly refuted some aspect of the opposing ideas,

Dear Council Members:
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Elaborated papers went beyond arguing for a particular point of view to presenting an
interrelated set of reasons to support students’ positions; they also responded to the explicit
concerns of their opponeats. The following is an example of such a response,

Dear Council Members:

tcontinued)
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Holistic Analyses

Fourth-grade students’ responses to the  indicates, the relative fluency of fourth grad-
Spaceship task and eighth- and eleventh-  ers' responses remained fairly constant from
grade students’ responses to the Recreation 1984 to 1988. The relative fluency of eighth
Opportunities task were analyzed holistically  and eleventh graders’ responses, on the other
to evaluate differences in students’ relative  hand, showed significant improvement.
fluency in persuasive writing. As FIGURE 2.2

) ] THE NATION'S
Trends in Fluency of Persuasive  REf0Riiragp
FIGURE 2.2 | Writing at Grade 4: Holistic =5
Scores for “Spaceship” Task —
Holistlc Scores: Grade 4
6 % Rated
5 B Mean 4,5 or6
& 1988 2.26 15.7
3 4 1984  2.16 14.0
5 3
2
2 |
1
Not
Rated
40
Percentage of Students
36
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\GURE 2.2 Writing at Grades 8 and 11: AR
e 2 | Holistic Scores for
“Recreation Opportunities” Task

IHHS

Holistic Scores: Grade 8

2.9 1988 % R
Grade 8 ;. ated
6 4: 1984 Mean 4,5,0r6
5. crade 11 1552 Il 1988 3.20° 43.9
1984 3.06 39.2

—_
o~
o=

| 39.8°
333

};g Holistic Scores: Grade 11
2 .
% Rated
Mean 4,5, 0r6
i 1988 3.60 59.3*
1 1984 3.48 52.8
Not
Rated B
| | T T T
0 10 20 30 40

Percentage of Students

* Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. No significance test is reported when
the proportion of students at a score point Is less than 5. See Data Appendix for jackKnifed standard errors.
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The following letter about whether space creatures should be allowed to return home
(Spaceship task) was given a relative rating of “4” on the 6-point holistic scale.

Grade 4
Dear Director:
O He N e O/stuQi
0. Hory X
AV W a'e ’.‘ ) P -4'1

Following are examples of eighth and eleventh grade persuasive papers holistically rated as
"4 These papers were written in response to the Recreation Opportunities task requiring stu-
dents to elaborate on why the town should purchase an abandoned warehouse or railroad
track.

Grade 8

Dear Ms ,%XSM.

AN



Grade 11
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Summary

In both 1984 and 1988, a majority of the students at all three grade levels were able to write
at least minimal responses to must of the persuasive tasks. Far fewer sttidents, however, wrote
at the adequate level, which required su) norting points of view with evidence and reasoning.

Two types of persuasive writing tasks were included in the assessment: those that asked
students to convince others to adopt a point of view and those that required them to refute an
opposing point of view. For the “convincing’ tasks in 1988, both fourth and eighth graders
showed significant improvement in the percentage of responses judged adequate or better.
Eleventh graders also improved on this type of task, although not significantly so. Even in 1988,
however, adequate or better performance was demonstrated by only 16 to 28 percent of the
students across the three grade levels.

Fourth graders also showed improvement in retutation, with significantly more students
providing minimal or better responses in 1988 than in 1984. Eighth-grade students, however,
declined significantly on one of their two refutation tasks. Whereas 73 percent of the students
in 1984 were able to write a convincing letter about visiting a radio station, only 66 percent did
s0in 1988. No significant change in performance was evident on the other refutation task given
to students at grade 8 or un the two tasks of this naturs given at grade 11. Even at grade 11, four-
fifths of the students did not respond adequately to the “refuting” tasks in either assessment.

In viewing responses to the six persuasive tasks overall, it appears that fourth graders were
somewhat better persuasive writers in 1988 than they were in 1984, eighth graders were better
at convincing and somewhat worse at refuting, and eleventh graders rexnained approximately
the same in both kinds of persuasive writing. In addition, both eighth and eleventh graders did
show increased fluency on one of their refutation tasks. Taken together, these trend results
indicate that some progress has been made across time. However, equally striking in these
findings is that in 1988, a vast majority of high-school juniors still could not write a persuasive
paper that was judged adequate to influence others or move them to action.
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CHAPTER THREE

% MAGINATIVE, WRITING ALLOWS us

te parvticipate in the literary experi-

! cnce, When engaging in imaginative

writing, we step into a visionary

world of ideas, images, and sounds,

Whether writing personal stovies of

pain and trivmmph or fictional tales of inter-

planetary visits, the goal is to create a mo-

mentary reality that is aparvt from the every-

day. As with the other types of weiting, imaggi-

native writing can be more or less formal,
academic, or complex.

The following imaginative writing task was
presented at the fourth-grade level in the
1984 and 1988 writing trend assessinents.

“Flashlight” required fourth graders to write a
story about their imagined adventures with a
flashlight that had special powuors,

The percente-ies of stndents who wrote
papers that were judged minimal or better
and adequate or better in 1984 and 1988 are
provided in FIGURE 3.1.
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Trends in Imaginative
FIGURE 3. Writing: Grade 4
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Percentage at or above
“‘Minimal*’ Level

0

Percentage at or above
“‘Adequate’’ Level

m Flashlight

, 65.1

r 14.3°
2.6

1988 NN
1984 N

* Shows statistically significant difference between years 2t the .08 level. See the Data Appendix for jackknifed standard
errors and the Procedural Appendix for information on NAEP methods for computing standard errors.

Fourtr, graders found it difficult to write

well-developed stories, In 1984, 55 percent of

these young students scemed to grasp the
basic elements of storytelling, but only 9 per-
cent were able to develop their staries sue-
cesstully. The 1988 data indicate progress in
storywriting, however, as 14 percent of the
students were able to write at the adequate
level or better — a significant increase. The
percentage of responses judged minimal or

© oy
. . cpe THE NATION'S
Imaginative Writing: HEPORT rwmp
CARD |
TABLE 3.1 | Percentage of Students at Each =
. ) i = oy
Level of Task Accomplishment
! -
Not Rated Unsatisfactory Minimal Adequate Elaborated
Flashlight: Grade 4
1988 1.7 33.7 509 13.8¢ 0.4
1984 0.9 35.9 H4.6 3.5 0.1
by stabsticatly wannifcant differer o betwern goar atthe O5 Tevel Nocsageificanee oot g reporte §when the proportion of
students at a score pomt s ess than B bee Data Appends for jackkmfed standard errors,

better did not change across the four-year
period.

The trend results for each level of task
accomplishment for this storytelling task are
presented in TABLE 3.1, They reflect the rise
in adequate papers in 1988, but also reveal
that only a handful of fourth graders wrote
claborated narratives.




In 1988, one-third of the students in grade 4 did not tell a story in response to the Flashlight
task. The following is typical of these unsatistactory responses.

5 ) SR Y PR/ | )
. V1) M;'Aza-b Jﬂu potartred ,wrmﬂz- Ll%lt

Students providing responses at the minimal level seemed to understand the imaginative
characier of the Flashlight task, but were unable to carry it out. At this level, students
attempted a story, but provided only a bare outline with little detail. Sometimes they rambled
or offered liste of details or events, with no point or organization. The following is an example
oi a paper rated as minimal,

ERIC ‘L
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The following is an example of an adequate paper. This type of response reflected the story-
teller's obligation to develop a plot and elaborate it with details, including events, characters,
and setting. However, the plots tended to be thin or inconsistently develcped.

w of




In contrast, the most successful stories developed cicar and consistent situations and
explicitly indicated the writer’s attitudes and feelings. Elaborated papers offered a plot with
appropriate details, as in the following example.

tamysele"voha dof this hattondsandall
_aﬂﬁ_&urid&mq’:__mfa%lhn
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Holistic Analyses

As shown in FIGURE 3.2, the relative flu-  responses that were judged relatively better
ency of fourth graders’ written responses to was also higher in 1988 than in 1984, but the
the Flashlight task improved significantly  difference was not statistically significant.
between 1984 and 1988. The percentage of

. . ] THE NATION'S
REPORT
Trends in Fluency of Imaginative FOR! [ronep

FIGURE 3.2 | Writing at ' ~de 4: Holistic
Scores for “riashlight” Task ‘

6 Holistic Scores: Grade 4
i 1988
5 B8 1984 % Rated
A B Mean 4,5 0or6
- . 1088 3.13* 37.4
" 27.9
3 8 219 1984  2.86 34.0
B 24.8
2 ¥ 22.7
i
Not - ':
Rated p&
—T T
0 10 20 30 40

Percentage of Students

* Shows statlstically significant diiference between years at the .05 level. No significance test is reported when
the proportion of students at a score poInt Is less than 5. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors.
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Although fourth-grade students had difficulty writing well-developed stories,
there was a significant increase between 1984 and 1986 in the percentage of
students who wrot~ at the adequate level or better.
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The following is an example of a “Flashlight” story rated as “4” on the 6-point holistic scale.

AVIVL 4 Y T2 —wlal .4n
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Summary

Alihough fourth-grade students had difficulty writing well-developed stories, there was a
significant inerease between 1984 and 1988 in the percentage of students who wrote at the
adequate level or better. There was also significant improvement in the overall fluency of the
students” writing (based on the same Flashlight task). In 1988, 65 percent of the students at
grade 4 performed at the minimal level or better, providing responses that at least attempted
the basic task of storytelling, Fourteen percent were able 1o develop their storics, structuring a
plotand supplying appropriate details,

However, similar to tha results for informative and persuasive writing, the levels of achieve-
ment were relatively low.
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CHAPTER FOUR

X O COMPARE OVERALL writing
¥ performance across time and
to examine the performance of
subgroups, NAEP used the Av-
erage Response Method (ARM)
to estimate how well the stu-
dents in each grade would have done if they
had taken 11 of the 12 writing tasks included
in the trend assessment.® Data on the average

TABLE 4.1

SOf the 12tk inthe iend asaess
task. Plashlipght
information is provided in the Procedural Appendia.

o
U

| National Trends in
Average Writing Proficiency

Average

Grade Year Proficlency
4 1988 173.3 (1.3)
1984 170.5 (1.7)

8 1988 208.2 (0.8)*
1984 212.4 (1.4)
A 1988 220.7 (1.2)
1984 223.0 (2.1)
*Shows statistially sigmficant difference between years gt the .05 level. Jackknifed

standard errors are presented ih parentheses.

stent, one sk ons hich Jourthgrade stndents
conld not he included in the ARA analvsis because it was administered o separate samples of students. Further
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writing achievement of students in grades 4,
8, and 11 were summarized on a common
scale that ranges from 0 to 400.

The national results in TABLE 4.1 reveal no
statistically significant changes in average
writing performance at grades 4 and 11 from
1984 to 1988, and a significant decline at
grade 8
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The following tables summarize trends in
average writing proficiency for various demo-
graphic subgroups. In viewing these trends,
it should be noted that the distribvtions of
performance overlap considerably for the
populations being compared. For example,
some males were among the best writers
and some females were among the poorest
writers. (Distributions for subgroups of stu-
dents are included in the Data Appendix.)

TABLE 4.2 displays the differing trends in
average performance for subgroups defined
by race/ethnicity and gender. Changes in
performance for White students most closely
resemble the national profile, with a signifi-
cant decline at grade 8 between 1984 and
1988 and no significant changes at grades 4
or 11. The average writing proficiency of Black
and Hispanicstu . 2ntsremained stable across
time at all three grades. As a result, the per-
formance gap between these minority
students and their White counterparts was

reduced slightly at grade 8 and unchanged at
the other grades. The results indicate that
overall, the gap in writing performance
beiween these minority students and their
White counterparts remained large. In 1984
and 1988, Hispanic and Black eleventh grad-
ers wrote less well than their eighth-grade
White counterparts.

In the results by gender, females at all
grades performed noticeably better than
males. Between 1984 and 1988, the average
writing performance of fourth-grade girls
increased significantly, while the perform-
ance of boys remained essentially the same.
At grode 8, males’ writing proficiency declined
while females’ did not. Eleventh graders’
writing performance remained the same
across the four-year period for both males
and females. These patterns served to slightly
increase females’ average advantage at grades
4 and 8,

THE NATION'S

Trends in Average Writing REPORT (g
. « s CARD
TABLE 4.2 | Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity =l
and Gender
Average Proficiency
Hace/Etnicity  Year Graded  Grade§  Grade 11
White 1988 180.0 (1.6) 213.1 (1.0)* 2253 (1.3)
1984 177.2 (1.9) 2179 (1.5) 229.1 (2.1)
Black 1988 150.7 (3.1) 190.1 (2.3) 206.9 (2.6)
1984 1482 (40) 1883 (4.1)  204.2 (4.1)
Hispanic 1988 162.2 (3.6) 1972 (3.2) 202.0 (3.2)
1984 157.9 (4.5) 194.2 (6.9) 200.6 (4.6)
Gender
Male 1988 164.3 (1.9) 1979 (1.4) 2111 (1.5)
1984 165.0 (2.7) 204.5 (2.4) 211.9 (3.0)
Female 1988 182.4 (1.6)* 2182 (1.1) 229.2 (1.4)
1984 1767 (1.9) 2205 (1.5) 2345 (2.4)

*sihows stabistically sigmificant difference between years at the .05 level. Jackknifed standard errors are presented

in parentheses.
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TABLE 4.3 summarizes overall perform-
ance by region. Between 1984 and 1988, writ-
ing performance in the Northeast remained
unchanged at grades 4 and 11 and declined
significantly at grade 8. This decline appeared
to eliminate the previous advantage held by
eighth graders in the Northeast over their
counterparts in the other three regions of the

country. In the Southeast and West, students
showed slight fluctuations in performance
across time, although none of the gains or
losses was significant. In the Central region,
writing performance improved significantly
at grade 4 and remained steady at grades 8
and 11.

THE NATION'S
TABLE 4.3 Trends in Average Writing Aoy {reep
Proficiency by Region =5
Average Proficiency
Region Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
Northeast 1988 174.8 (4.0) 209.3 (1.9)* 2245 (2.9)
1984 179.1 (2.7) 2195 (4.2) 2263 (2.6)
Southeast 1988 171.3 (2.6) 209.7 (2.0 221.3 (1.6)
1984 168.7 (4.0) 211.6 (2.0) 222.1 (4.4)
Central 1988 178.2 (1.9)* 204.3 (2.5) 2188 (3.1)
1984 169.4 (3.3) 2086 (1.8)  225.1 (2.4)
Wast 1988 169.8 (2.9) 209.6 (2.1) 219.1 (1.9)
1984 166.8 (3.8) 210.5 (3.2) 218.2 (3.2)
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. Jackknifed standard errcrs are presented
in parentheses.

Summary

The results ol NAEP's analysis of trends i average writing achicvenient from 1984 to 1988
reveal few dramatic shifts. There were no significant changes in overall writing proficicney at
grades 4 and 11. However, the average proficiency of cighth-grade students dropped signifi-
cantly. In examining the achicvement tends for various subpopulations, it appears that
performance declines among White students, males, and students from ihe Northeast region
contributed to the national decline at grade 8. In addition, females and students from the
Central region showed a significant increase in writing proficiency at grade 4, Black and
Hispanic students tended to show consistent inapror ments at all three grade levels, although
the changes were not statistically significant. Differences in average proficiency between
subgroups remained strong at all three grade levels in both assessnients, with females
outperforming males and White students outperforming Black and Hispanic students.
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'CHAPTER FIVE

Trends in
Grammar, Punctuation,
and Spelling

O EXAMINE STUDENTS' ability

to adhere to the conventions of

written English, one task at each

grade was selected for further

analysis, The tasks chosen were

Spaceship at grade 4 and Rec:
reation Opportunities at grades 8 and 11. Na-
tionally representative subramples »f napers
were drawn from the tota. national sample
to permit a detailed analysis of writing me-
chanics; in addition to measures of overall
guality, each paper was analyzed for a variety
of aspects of spelling, word choice, punctua-
tion, and syntax. Details on the mechanics
scoring procedures are provided in the Pro-
cedural Appendix.

Trends in Qverall
Characteristics of the Papers

As children gain control of written Eng-

lish, they should he able 0 use a larger
number of words in a growing number of

Q
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sentences, with relatively greater ease and
fewer errors. TABLE 5.1 summarizes trends
in the general characteristics of the papers at
each grade. (Since the fourth-grade data are
based on a different writing task, compari-
sons of the results for grade 4 to those for
grades 8 and 11 are not appropriate.) In addi-
tion to means and standard errors for each
measure, the table includes percentiles to
show how these characteristics were distrib-
vted. For cxample, the 25th peecentile for
number of words per paper estimates the
numbe -~ of words that was exceeded hy 75
percer: of the population, but not exceeded
by the remzining 25 percent,

At all thiee grades, papers written in 1988
were slightly longer than those written in
1984, although none of the changes observed
was significant. As expected, the length ¢f
students’ papers increased sicadily acros: the
grades, In 1988, eleventh graders wrot: more

o1



THE NATION'S
Trends in the Characteristics REEARD |

of Papers for the Nation

TABLE 5.1

X

Percentlles
Year Mean 25th S50th  75th  90th

1988 362 (16) 194 316 468 638
1984 335(1.0) 200 297 412 603

198 70.9 (2.4) 44.4 65.0 941 1202
1984  66.6 (1.9) 40.2 57.8 873 1181

1988 96 4 (2.5) 62.9 920 1232 1569

Crade 4

Number of words (rade 8

Grade 11 | 4984  926(24) 579 832 1225 1573

Cradea | 1988 40(01) 37 4.0 43 45

1984 3.9 (0.1) 3.7 4.0 43 45

, 1988 4.1 (0.1) 3.7 4.0 43 45

Word length Grade 8 1984 4.1 (0.1) 38 4.0 43 46
Grage 11 | 1988 430 3.8 42 46 5.1

1984 4.3 (0.1) 3.8 42 46 52

1988 2.8 (0.2) 1.3 23 37 52

Grade4 | 984  27(04) 13 22 34 51

Number o* crageg | 1988 53(03) 2.7 4.4 69 92
sentences 1984 4.7 (0.3) 2.3 3.9 6.0 84
Grade 11 | 1988 61(02) 3.9 56 74 100

€ 1984  57(0.2) 3.5 5.2 73 102

Grages | 1988 152(06) 91 124 176 270

. !
Number of words 1984  14.8 (04) 9.3 126 179 252

1988 16.6 (0.5) 11.7 14.4 17.9 24.3
er sentence ade
P Grade 8 1984 17.1 (0.4) 12.3 15.2 18.9 26.6

1988 17.8 (0.4) 14.1 16.8 19.6 24.3
1984 18.1 (0.5) i3.8 16.1 20.2 25.5

1988 5.2 (0.3) 2.2 4.0 69 10.4
1984 4.9 (0.2) 2.0 3.8 6.4 104

1988 7.0 (0.5) 2.8 54 8.7 12.5
1984 6.3 (0.5) 2.4 44 7.8 12.2

1988 6.0 (0.5) 2.3 4.6 7.4 11.6

Grade 11

Grade 4
Mumber of errors Crade 8

Grade 11

1984 6.1 (0.2) 2.9 4.8 77 126
Grade 4 1988 17.7 (1.4) 7.6 13.2 21.4 36.3

rade 1984  16.3 (0.7) 73 45 211 329

- 19843 11.8 (1.3) 47 8.4 13.9 196

Error rate Grade8 | 4934 10509 45 75 124 187
o 1988 6.1 (1.1) 2.8 5.0 83 128

Grade 11| youq 77004 35 60 98 142

Now, '~ otatistically sigmificant difference at the 05 level Jaskknifed standard errors are presented in parentheses. D- - far

grade 4 are be. * 2n a different writing task than data for grades 8 and 11,
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than two and a half times as many words and
twice as many sentences to the Recreation
Opportunities task as fourth graders did to
the Spaceship task. Word length (an index of
vocabulary) and average number of words
per sentence (an index of sentence complex-
ity) showed no changes between 1984 and
1988 at any of the three grades.

The total number of errors and the num-
ber of errors per 100 words also showed no
change at any grade across the four-year
period. The distribution of errors across the
percentiles in both assessment vears indi-
cates that most students made some errors,
and it seems reasonable to expect this in
first-draft writing. It may be that error ratos
would be even lower if students were given
more time to look for and correct their errors,

The Data Appendix contains the results
summarizing trends for papers that were
rated “adequate or better” or “minimal or
below” in task accomplishment, and for those
that werce rated “4, 5, or 6" or “1, 2, or 3" in
relative fluency. The less effective papers in
task accomplishment at grade 8 showed a
significant increase in both the number of
sentences and the number - ferrors, while at
both grades 4 and 8, the more cffective pa-
pers showed a decrcase in the number of
errors per 100 words, The more effective
papers at grade 8 also showed a significant
increase in the number of words. There were
no siguificant shifts at any grade level in the
characteristics of papers rated higher or
lower in relative Husuuy.

Trands in Control of Sentence Structure

Students’ control of syntax is reflected in
the types of errors that surface in the sen-
tences they create. To examine changes across
time in students’ command of sentence struc-
ture, four types of sentence errors —- run-
ons, fragments, awkward sentences, and
senteneas with agreement crrors - - were
marked in the 1984 and 1988 papers.

RIC
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As shown in TABLE 5.2, there were no sig-
nificant changes across time at any grade in
the percentage of papers containing run-on
sentences, sentences with agreement errors,
or fragments, In both years, the frequency of
these errors across the percentiles indicates
that they were reliatively uncommon, Half of
the papers at grade 4 contained no run-on
senterices, and 75 percent contained no frag-
ments or sentences with agreement errors.
At grades 8 and 11, three-quarters of the
papers contained virtually none of these ty.es
of errors,

Awkward seniences appeared to be a more
pervasive problem at all three grades, how-
ever, In 1988, 38 percent of the sentences in
eighth graders’ papers were considered
awkward — a significant increase since 1984.
In comparison, atgrade 11, the percentage of
awkward sentences decreased across time,
from 31 to 24 percent. At grade 4, the per-
centage of these sentences dropped slightly
across time, but the change was not signifi-
cant.,

The trends in sentence errors for good
and poor papers revealed no consistent
themes (see Data Appendix). In the eighth-
grade papers that were rated good in task
accomplishment, run-on sentences and sen-
tences with agreement crrors were less
common in 1988 than in 1984; however, there
was arise in the percentage of awkward sen-
tences inthe more fluent papers at this grade.
In the elevened oL papurs tiat were rated
poor in task accomplishment, awkward sen-
tences were less common in 1988 than in
1984, There were no signiticant changoes
across time in the frequency of sentence er-
rors in the good or poor papers written by
fourth graders.

. . . It is clear that most students
were able to control the conventions
of written English.

23
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THE NATION'S
TABLE 5.2 Trends in Sentence REPORT rommp
"~ 1Errors for the Nation —Hal
Percentlies
Year Mean 25th  S0th  75th  90th
Percentage run-on sentences
1988  17.0(20) 0.1 02 243 673
Graded4 | 1984 158(1.5) 0.1 02 248  50.3
1988 8.4(1.3) 0.1 0.1 04 326
Grade® | yo84 7308 o1 61 05 253
1988 4.1 (09 0.1 0.1 0.4 14.4
Grade 11 | 4584 4907 o 0.1 04 201
Percentage sentence fragments
1988 50(1.0) 0.1 0.1 04 248
Grade4 | 1984 3305 o0 0.1 03 105
1488 40(06) 0.1 0.1 04 169
Grade8 | 984 3706 01 01 04 169
. 1988 29 (0.5 0.1 0.1 04 144
Grade 11 1 1984  32(04) 0.1 01 04 148
Percentage sentences with agreement errors
. 1988 33(086) 0.1 0.1 0.3 55
Graded 1 y984  4107) 0.1 01 03 76
, 1988 32(06) 0.1 0.1 04 117
Grade8 | 1084 3406 0.1 0.1 04 121
Grade 11 | 1988 24 (04) 0.1 0.1 0.3 7.7
! 1984 3.0(05) 0.1 0.1 0.3 100
Percentage awkward sentences
Gradea | 1988 31025 0 166 502  99.9
1984 248 (2.1) 0.1 10.4 495 998
e 1988 37.8(1.8)* 06 329 504 997
Grade 8 1 gu4 301 (15) 03 253 499 996
Grade 11 1 1988 23914 0.2 171 374 508
1984 313 (1.7) 0% 250 498  74.7
*Shows sitistucally significant difference hetween years at the .05 Tevel, Jackkmfed standard errors are presented in
parentheses. Data for grade 4 are based on a different wnting task than data for grades 8 and 11,
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Trends in Control of
word-_hqvel _Conven_tlons

Students’ control of word-level conventions and word choice errors, which are summa-
is reflected in their spelling, capitalization,  rived in TABLE 5.3.

THE NATION'S

TABLE 5.3 Trends in Word-Level ety |rveep
= | Errors for the Nation =
Percentlles
Year Mean 25th  50th  75th  90th

Percentage misspellod words

, 1988 9.1 (07) 23 66 123 228
Grade 4 1984 8.6 (0.5) 2.3 67 123 189

1988 4.3 (0.3) 0.7 2.9 59 9.6

Grade8 | yog4  39(03 04 27 5z 94
Grade 11 | 1988 2303 0.3 1.4 2.9 5.0
rade 1984  24(02) 04 16 35 6.1
Percentage word-choice errors
Grade 4 1968 0.6 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
rade 1984 0.8 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
. 1988 0.9 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
Grade8 | y984 081 01 01 02 02
Grage 11 | 1988 07(01) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
i 1984  07(0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Percentage capltalization errors
Grade 4 1988 0.8 (0.3) 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.5
! 1984 0.8 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.4 1.9
e | 1988 06(02) 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
rade 1984 0.6 (0.2) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5
Grae 11 | 1988 04(0.2) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5
‘ 1984 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5

Note: No statistically symificant difference between years at the 05 1evel. Jackknifed standard errors are presanted in parentheses. Data
for grade 4 are based on a different writing task than data for grades & and 11.

e e

Across the grades, the percentages of mis-— words they used, and even the better spollers
spelled words instudents” papers were come (the 25 pereent whose papers had the fewaest
parable in 1984 and 1988, Students ingrade 4 misspellings) misspelled up to 2 pereent of
misspelled an average of 9 percent of the  their words. At grade 11, students averaged
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only 2 percent misspellings overal), and the
best spellers had reduced their spelling er-
rors to less than 1 percent. Errors in word
choice and capitalization were rare across
the grades, and there were no significant
changes in the rate of these crrors between
1984 and 1988. In the Data Appendix, thesc
data arc presented separately for papers rated
as “‘goud” and “poor.” At grade 4, spelling
improved significantly across timé in the
more effective papers. As with the results for
students’ papers overall, errors in capitaliza-
tion and word choice were relatively rare in
both “good” and “poor” papers.

Trends In Control of Punctuation

Punctuation was analyzed in terms of both
the particular marks that students used cor-
rectly or incorrectly and the marks that
should have becn used when punctuation
was omitted. Trends in punctuation uses and
omissions are summarized in TABLE 5.4 for
the nation and percentiles,

The patterns of punctuation errors found
in the 1988 papers were comparable to those
found in the 1984 papers. In general, most
students made few errors in punctuation,
though the 10 percent most error-prone
papers had 4 or more punctuation errors
per 100 words, even at grade 11. Students
were much more likely to omit a punctua-
tion mark than to use a particular mark in-
correctly.

In examining trends in punctuation errors
across the grades for good and poor papers
(sce Data Appendix), the pattern of changes
appears inconsistent. At grades 4 and 8, less
cffective and more cffective papers included
approximately the sanie number of punctua-
tion errors and omissions per 100 words in
1988 as in 1984. At grade 11, however, the
more effective papers appeared o deterio-
rate slightly in their use of punctuation, with

morc omissions and total errors per 100
words.

Trends In Subgroup Performance

In addition to studying trends in waiting
mechanics for the nation, NAEP examined
trends in the performance of subgroups de-
fined by race/cthnicity and gender.” For the
most part, the changes across time in sub-
group performance paralleled those for the
nation as a whole, though with some vari-
ations in which groups showed the niost
change. These results are found in the Data
Appendix. Trends in the overall characteris-
tics of the papers — in spelling, word choice,
capitalization, and punctuation — are of
particular interest.

General Characteristics of the Papers.
Black eleventh graders assessed in 1988 wrote
responses that were significantly longer than
those written by their counterparts in 1984,
as reflected in the number of words gener-
ated. However, there was also a significant
increase in the number of sentences they
wrote and a decrease in the length of their
sentences. There were no significant changes
from 1984 to 1988 in the overall chavcteris-
tics of papers written by Black fourth or eighth
graders, nor by White students at any grade.

Thetrends for males and females appeared
similar. The only significant change found
for these groups was an increasc in the length
of responses for eighth-grade females.

At all grades and in both years, Black stu-
dents tended to write fewer words than White
stndents; at grades 8 and 11, they also wrote
fewer sentences. The differences at grade 11
were reduced across time, however, Simii-
larly, males at all three grades tended to write
fewer words than females and at grades 8
and 11, fewer sentences, as well, The gender
differences at grade 11 in these measures
were reduced across time,

TThe sample size is msutlicient to permit reliable estivates for Hispanie, Asian-American, or other subgroups defined by race or

ethricity
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THE NATION'S
ABLE 5.4 Trends in Punctuation REEOR  [reoep
" | Errors for the Nation =
o+ o Percentiles
Year Mean 25th  50th  75th  90th
Total punctuation errors per 100 words
Grade 4 1988 3.1 (0.4 A 1.2 43 7.8
1984 2.7 (0.2) 0.1 0.5 4.4 7.4
. 1988 1.8 (0.2) 0.1 0.9 2.8 50
Girade 8 1984  15(01) O 12 27 45
.. 1988 1.9 (0.3) 0.3 1.2 2.4 4.1
Grade 11 1984  1.7(0.1) 0.2 1.1 24 44
Punctuation omitted per 100 words
Grade 4 1988 2.9 (0.4) 0.1 0.5 4.0 7.4
1984 2.4 (0.2) C.1 0.4 40 7.2
o 1988 1.5 (0.2) 0.1 05 a2 4.2
Grade 8 1984  1.4(0.1) 01 06 21  4f
. 1968 1.5 (0.3) 0.1 0.7 1.9 33
Grade 11 1984 1.4(01)  O.1 07 19 38
Wrong punctuation per 100 words
Grade 4 1988 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5
! 1984 0.3 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5
. 1988 0.4 (0.1) 0.1 0.1 04 1.5
Grade 8 1984 04(04) 01 01 05 18
. 1968 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.6 1.6
Grade 11 1984  0.4(0.0) O 0.1 0.4 1.4
Note: No statisacally sigmificant difference hetween years at the .05 level. Jackknted stapdard errors are presented in parentheses.
Data for grade 4 are based on a different writing task than data for grades 8 and 11.

Sentence Stractare. There wore no sig- lations examined. However, in cach year,
nificant gains or deelines across time inc the there were significant differences between
frequency of run-on sentences or fragments  various sithgroups in the frequency of these
in the papers written by any of the subpopu-— errvors. While in 1984 the papers of Black
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eleventh graders included significantly more
fragments than those of their White peers,
the difference was diminished by 1988. In
that assessment, though, the papers written
by Black students contained a significantly
higher percentage of run-on sentences than
the papers of White students. There were no
significant differences beiween males and
tfemales in the frequency of sentence errors
in either year.

Word-Level Errors. Improvements in
capitalization and word choice were small
for all subgroups, necessarily so because or
the low rate of these errors to begin with.
The most significant change across time was

Summary

an improvement in capitalization in the pa-
pers writien by Black eighth graders.

Punctuation Errors, While Black elev-
enth graders showed significant improve-
ment in punctuation skills between 1984 and
1988, there were no significant changes across
time for White students at any of the three
grades. The only significant change in punc-
tuation errors for males and females was a
rise in the rate of punctuation omissions
among fourth-grade girls. At this grade, fe-
male and White students tended to make
fewer punctuation errors than their male or
Black peers, but these differences were di-
minished by grade 8.

In 1984 and 1988, it is clear that most students were able to control the conventions of
written English. If many fourth graders still have difficultics with spelling and with some
aspects of grammar and usage, most of these problems disappear hy grade 11. Even the best
paperswritten for the assessment contained some errors, and these are to be expected in first-

draft writing,

Generally, the errors that were most frequent for a particular group of students or at a
particular grade level were found in the papers written by only a small proportion of those

students. Thus, while focused instruction in the conventions of written language

may he

necessary for certain individuals or subpopulations of students, additional whole-class drill
and practice is not likely to be usetul to the majority of students.

Detailed analyses of the performance of fourth, eighth, and cleventh graders suggest there
have been few changes in their mastery of conventions between 1984 and 1988. Overall, the
papers in 1988 seemed to be slightly longer, but error rates remained relatively constant. The
most consisient trends in performance occurred for Black students, who improved slightly on
mauy of these measures, even when the performance of their White peers remained constant
or fell slightly.

(h
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CHAPTER SIX

Trends in

Attitu

e5.

Writing Behaviors,
and Instruction

N ADDITION TO PROVIDING re-
sponses to various writing tasks, stu-
dents participating in the 1984 and
1938 writing assessments were asked
to mmpletv a4 series of questions
velate ' to their attitudes toward writ-
mg, their ability to manage the writing proc-
ess, and their instructional environment. 'This
chapter will summarize trends in their re-
sponses to these questions.

Learning to Value Writing

One set of questions asked students about
the value they placed on wiiting, their atti-
tudes toward their writing, and the ways in
which they used writing in their lives,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Value Placed on Writing. Questions deal-
ing with the value placed on writing asked
students to what extent they agreed with state-
ments such as “Writing helps me think more
clearly,” "Writing helps tell others what 1
think,” and “People who write well have a
hetter chance of getting good jobs.” Their
resporses are presented in TABLE 6.1.

For cleventh graders, there were no sig-
nificant increases from 1984 to 1988 in the
percentage who reported that they valued
writing in the ways mentioned. However,
there were significant increases in the per-
centages of fourth - and cighth-grade students
who acknowledged that they valued writing
in certain ways, Students in these grades were
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TABLE 6.1 Trends in the Value FonT [eep
" | Placed on Writing =\
Percentage of Students
Reporting the Statements as True
More than Haif the Time

Statements About Writing _Yfgf Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
Writing heips me to think 1988 — 440 46.8
more clearly. 1984 — 44.5 52.4
Writing heips me teli others 1988 — 53.3 57.2
what I think. 1984 — 52.1 55.3
Writing helps mic t¢'l others 1988 — 54.1 58.2
how | feel. 1984 — 50.1 55.4
Writing heips me understand 188t — 44.] 48.5
my own feelings. 1984 — 40.2 47.3
Writing can help me 1988 44.6* 52.3* 52.3
get a good job. 1984 33.6 40.2 52.9
Writing heips me 1988 60.9 59.1 63.3
share my ideas. 1984 52.9 52.2 61.6
Writing heips me to show people 1088 66.9 64.7* 64.2
that I know something. 1984 62.5 54.8 58.3
Peopie who write well have a
better chance of getting 1988 e 50.2 55.6
good Jobs. 1984 - 47.0 54.4
Peopie who write well 1988 - 54.5* 58.3
are more influential. 1984 e 49.2 54.2
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

.
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significantly more likely in 1988 than in 1984
to agree that writing would help themn get a
good job, and eighth graders were also more
likely to agrec with the statement: “Writing
helps me to show people that I knc w some-
thing” and “People who write well are more
influential.”

In 1984 and 1988, the responses suggest
that writing is valued by only about half the
students at each grade lovel assessed, and
that their views do not change dramatically
as they progress through school.

To explore the relationship between the
value students place on writing and their
writing proficiency, responses to the ques-
tions above were used to create a composite
variable reflecting the value placed an writ-
ing overall.” TABLE 6.2 presents the percent-
ages of students reporting a low, medium,
and high value for writing, and the average
writing proficiency of each group.

There were significant changes across time
in eighth graders’ responses to specific ques-
tions on the value of writing, and as a result,
their responses to the combined set of items
reveal a significant rise in the percentage of
students who placed a high value on writing.
Conversely, there were no significant in-
creases in the percentage of eleventh grad-
ers responding positively to individual ques-
tions on the value of writing, and the value
they placed on writing overall did not change.
At grade 11, students whose responses indi
cated that they valued writing the most tended
to have the highest proficiency. Cause and ef-
fect relationships cannot be drawn from the
data, however, making it impossible to say
whether better writers develop a higher ap-
preciation for the value of writing, or whether
those who value writing Liighly become bet-
ter writers. At grade 8, students’ proficiency
did not appear to vary according to the value
placed on writing.

in the Procedural Appendix.

Trends in the Overall Value
TABLE 6.2 | Placed on Writing:
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency
Low Medium High
Average Average Average
Year Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiency Percent Proficlency
Grade 8 1988 49.4 206.8 351 208.7 15.5* 208.2
1984 51.0 207.8 317 217.1 1.3 206.2
Grade 11 1988 a4.2 218.0 37.9 222.6 17.9 226.8
1984 44.0 210.5 40.2 222.4 157 22'1.9
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

*Alist of the items iectuded inthis and other composite variables, and a discussion of the procedures used to ereate them, is provided

6l
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Attitudes Toward Writing. Students' re-
sponses to questions about their ttitudes
toward writing are sunmarized in TABLE
6.3. Items in this set asked students to react
to statements such as ! like to 'write” and ‘I
write on my own outside of school.”

In 1984 and 1988, students’ views on writ-
ing were relatively negative, and increasingly
so in the upper grades. Thus, while 55 per-
cent of the fourth-grade students claimed
that they liked to write in 1988, only 42 per-
cent of the eighth graders and 37 percent of
the eleventh graders agreed with this state-

meiit. An interesting exception to this pat-
tern is evident in students’ responses to the
statement on writing outside of school, where
students in the upper grades were less likely
to agree that they would notwrite anything if
they were not required to for school. How-
ever, students in the upper grades were less
likely to report that they actually wrote on
their own outside of schoo!. The only signifi-
cant change across time in students’ re-
sponses to these attitudinal questions was a
decrease in the percentage of fourth-grade
students who agreed that they wouldn'twrite
anything if they didn't have to write for school.

THE NATION'S
ABLE 6.3 Trends in Attitudes REPORT [rosep
. . _-r‘:y
Toward Writing =X
Percentage of Students
Reporting the Statements as True
More Than Half the Time
Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
| like to write. 1988 54.6 419 36.6
1984 55.8 38.9 40.3
I am a good writer. 1988 59.7 43.7 40.5
1984 60.0 415 38.6
People like what | write. 1988 53.2 38.0 370
1984 53.4 38.1 35.7
| write on my own 1988 441 36.5 26.4
outside of school. 1984 47.7 36.4 31.0
I don’t like to write things 1988 351 331 31.1
that will be graded. 1984 37.9 31.4 26.7
if I didn't have to write
for school, | wouldn't 1988 6.1+ 18.6 15.6
write anything. 1984 33.4 17.2 14.9
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the 05 level,




. . THE NATION'S
Trends in General Attitudes REPORT [ropap
TABLE 6.4 | Toward Writing: Composite =
Results and Average Writing
Proficiency
Low Medium High
Average Average Average
Year Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiency
Grade 4 1988 19.0 171.2 42.5 173.7 385 175.4
1984 19.3 169.0 39.8 175.1 40.8 167.5
Grade 8 1988 29.0 203.3 46.0 211.5 25.0 208.1
1984 2'7.6 206.0 48.2 216.0 24.2 216.7
Grade 11 1988 32.8 215.9 46.9 221.6 20.3 226.4
1984 33.1 216.1 46.2 227.6 20.7 227.2
Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level,

As shown in TABLE 6.4, responses to the
combined set of items reveal no significant
changes across time in students’ general atti-
tudes toward writing,.

As with students’ responses to the individ-
ual attitudinal items, these data indicate that
students’ views on writing become increas-
ingly negative as they proceed through the
school vears. While 39 percent of the fourth
graders in 1988 registered highly positive at-
titudes toward writing, only half as many
eleventi graders did so.

At the two younger grades, there was little
variation in students’ writing proficicncy rela-
tive to their attitudes toward writing. By grade
11, students with the must positive attitudes
toward writing were also likely to be t. 2 best
writers, although again cause and effect rela-
tionships cannot be determined from the
data.

Uses of "Wreiting, Goe set of items asked
students about the uses of writing in their
owt lives, including such personal uses as
keeping a diary or journal, as well as such

Students in the upper grades were
less likely to report that they actually
wrote on their own outside of school.

-7 ¢ 7 ]

functional 1ses as making lists of things to do
or buy. Students' responses to these ques-
tions are presented in TABLE 6.5.

To a certain extent, trends in responses to
these items mirrored the changes observed
in values and attitudes. At grade 4, students’
attitudes toward writing and their reported
uses of writing remained fairly constant
across the two assessments. Eighth-grade
scuadents appeared to see slightly more value
in writing in 1988 than their counterparts
had in 1984, and there were also incre. sin
their reported uses of writing — most nota-
bly, a significant rise in their writing of sto-
rics or poems. Eleventh graders’ reported
uses of writing and the overall value they
placed on «writing increased from 1984 to
1988, although their attitudes toward writing
remainad fairly constant.
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Eighth- and cleventh-grade students' re-
sponses on the frequency with which they
wrote letters, notes, and stories were used o
create a composite variable that reflects the
personal and social uses of writing overall,
The results are presented in 'TABLE 6.6.

In 1988, eleventh-grade students wiore more
likely than eighth-grade studeats to engage

L W

THE NATION'S
: REPORT
TABLE 6.5 Trends in Personal and cARD [P
IL) L L . A -
Social Uses of Writing {
Percentage of Students
Reporting Kinds of Writing
at Least Once a Week
Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
Keep a diary or journal 1988 — 28.6 22.2
1984 — 25.9 19.0
Write letters to friends 1988 32.3 41.9 43.9*
or relatives 1984 32.5 37.3 36.2
Write notes and messages 1988 44,7 70.8 81.5*
' 1984 43.7 679 73.7
Write stories or poems 1988 24.2 15.3* 15.3*
that are 1.0t schoolwork 1984 259 10.2 11.7
Make lists of things 1988 — 42.4 458
to buy or do 1984 — 43.8 455
Fill out order blanks 1988 — 21.2 14.6
to buy things 1984 — 16.8 16.1
Write for the school newspaper, 1983 e 8.1 4.8
magazine, or yearbook 1984 — 8.0 5.3
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 | wel.

in a high amount of personal writing and, in
fact, the percentage of eleventh graders in
tue high category increased significantly from
1984 1o 1988. In both grades, students who
reported medium or high use of writing
tended to have higher average writing profi-
cieney than students whosa use of wriling
was low.
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Trends in Personal and REPORT [roamp
TABLE 6.6 | Social Uses of Writing: =B
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency
]
Low Medium High
Average Average Average
Year Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiency
Grade 8 1968 16.7 196.9 43.0 210.6 40.4 212.5
1984 19.5 202.4 44.9 215.4 35.7 216.2
Grade 11 1988 9.8* 2.2.9 44.0 2e2.2 43.2* 222.6
1984 16.0 £13.2 49.1 2271 34.9 225.7
*Shows statistically significant ~fference between years at the .05 level.

Managing the Writing Process

In addition to building positive attitudes
toward writing, teachers have sought to help
students  develop effective  strategies for
managing the writing process, including
steategies for planning and revising whatthey
write. Previous studies and carlicr national
assessiments of writing have shown that stu-
dents who make use of avariety of strategies
arc more likely to be effective writers,

Planning Strategies, Several items asked
fourth-grade students about their planning
activities, and their responses aee summa-
rized in TABLE 6.7. It appears chat the per-
centage of students who gave overt attention
to planning deereased across time, although

the change was statistically significant fov only
one itent: 'The percentage of students report-
ing that they usually ask themselves aboul
the subject before beginning to write dropped
from 49 to 38 pereent.

One writing task given as part of both as-
sessments provided an opportunity to ob-
serve explicit planning strategies. The Rece-
reation Opportunities task was formatted so
that the remainder of the page on which the
wriling prompt was printed was left blank
and the students were told that this space
wits avitilable to make notes before writing,
The following pages were Lo be used for stu-
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Trends in the Use
of Planning Strategies

TABLE 6.7

Percentage of Fourth-grade Students Reporting
Use of Strategy More Than Half the Time

Year Percent
Think about what you want 1988 69.4
to say before writing 1984 74.8
Ask yourseif what kinds of
things peopie would like to 1988 38.0*
know about the subject of 1984 48.5
the paper
Look up facts in books, 1988 40.9
mayazines, or newspapers 1984 41.2
Write in different ways for 1988 38.7
different audiences 1984 40.9

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

denis’ actual responses. In addition to rating
the quality of the responses, raters tabulated
whether the students had used the space
provided to iake netes.

TABLE 6.8 summarizes the evidence of

overt planning for the eighth and eleventh

graders who were given this writing task. In
hoth grades, the overall proportion of stu-
dents engaging in overt planning was small
and did not change across time. It is interest-
ing to note, however. that in both years elev-
enth graders were soinewhat more likely than
eighth graders to engage in overt planning.

THE NATION'S

REPORT

Trends in Overt Planning on
“Recreation Opportunities” Task

GCARD ¥

TABLE 6.8

>

\
A

Percentage Using Space Provided for Planning

Year Grade 8 Grade 11
1988 12.8 18.6
1964 15.8 17.5

Note, No statistically sigmificant difference between yedrs at the 05 level,
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TABLE 6.9

Trends in Frequency
of Revising and Editing

T:}llE NATION'S
REPIRY Iw
CARD d

—T1n

Recopled paper before
handing it in

Made changes in paper
before handing it in

Make changes as you write

Make changes after you
have written the paper once

Think about where
different facts and ideas
go in the paper

Revising and Editing Stra.egies. A vari-
ely of questions asked students about the
revising and editing strategies they used, in-
cluding their attention to writing conventions
(spelling, puncination, granmar) as well as
to the structure and organization of the text
as awhole. Their responses are summarized
in TABLES 6.9 and 6.10.

Forrth-grade students wwere more likely in
1988 than in 1984 to report making changes
in their last paper; however, they were less
likely to veport moving sentences or para:
graphs when revising. ln conteast, eighth
graders in 1988 veported slightly oss atten-
tion o revisions in spelling and punciuation

Percentage of Students Reporting Use of

S

Percentage of Students Reporting Use of

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

trategy on Last Writing Done for 5chool
Year Giade 4
1988 46.8
1984 471
1988 701
1984 64.7

Strategy More Than Half the Time

19843 60.8
1984 62.7
1988 47.7
1984 51.5
1988 577
1984 60.5

thenin 1984, and moved sentenees and para-
graphs more often. While students in grade
11 reporicd less of various kinds ef revising
in 1988, none of the changes was signiticant.

In 1988 and 1984, the kinds of revisions
reported were closely connected to the level
of effort involved, Thus, the most frequently
reported strategies involved the smatlest units
of text -—such as changes in spelling, pune-
tnation, or grammar and the least fro-
quently reported strategies were those that
reguire extensive effort - such as moving
sentences or paragraphs, slarting over, or
rewriting most ot a paper.
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TABLE 6.10 | Specific Revising and =
Editing Strategies
Percentage of Students
Reporting Use More Than Haif the Time
Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
Correct spelling 1988 72.5 71.2 73.7
1984 75.2 75.1 76.2
Correct punctuation 1988 65.2 65.7 66.9
1984 64.5 68.6 70.3
Correct grammar 1988 53.7 63.5 68.4
1984 51.3 64.7 70.2
Change words 1988 62.9 69.5 70.6
1984 61.9 64.6 71.4
Add ideas or . vformation 1988 63.2 64.6 64.8
1984 61.1 59.7 69.7
Taite out parts you don't like 1988 45.4 56.3 62.6
1984 44.5 56.2 58.4
Move sentences or paragraphs 1988 39.1* 36.0* 42.7
1984 44.3 30.4 46.1
Rewrite most of the paper 1988 35.6 42.7 39.0
1984 36.0 39.6 43.6
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the 0% level.

L R T TR R -

It appears that the percentage of students who gave overt attention to
planning decreased across time. . .




TABLL 6.11 summarizes the data on stu-
dents’ overall use of vevising strategies.

It appears that the amount of revising in-
ereases across the school years, as eleventh-
grade students were less likely than the

vounger students to report a low amount of
revising and more likely to report & high
amount of revising. At grades 8 and 11, stu-
dents who revised the most tended to be the
hestwriters, or -— viewed alternatively - the
best writers tended to do the most revising.,

The Instructional Context

Atew of the items included in the 1984 and
1988 assessments focased on the kinds and
amowrt ofwriting that students did in school
and on e kinds of responses that students
received from their weachoers, ‘irends in re-
spebses to these items provide a glimpse of
the instruction students were receiving,

Writing iu Foelish CGlass, TABLE 6,12
sunimarizes students' responaes 10 a ques-
tion about e Finds of weiting they had done
for English class the previous wecek.

Atall threee grade levels, students were sig-
niticantly more likely i 1988 than in 1984 to

. . . i THE NATION'S
Trends in Revising Strategies: REPORT (rugp
TABLE 6.11 | Composite Results and =5
Average Writing Proficiency —}
Low_ } Medlum _ High
Average Averaqe Average
Year Percent Proficlency Percent Proficlency Percent Proficlency
Girade 4 1988 19.1 172.7 35.5 175.0 45.4 174.1
1984 16.7 168.5 39.7 168.7 43.6 173.3
Grade 8 1988 13.0 195.5 33.0 206.1 54.0 212.6
1984 14.3 201.8 31.9 212.3 53.9 217.2
Grade 11 1088 211.6 312 2171 57.6 224.4
1984 205.5 29.1 217.8 59.5 230.1
Note: No statistically significant difference between yeats at the .05 Irvel.

report ot they recendy wrote an essay,
compaostion, ortheme. This trend was joined
by less consistentinereases in other forms of
informative and  persuasive writing: book
regoets and stories were more common
among fous ih geaders, and storvies were more
common among cighth-graders in 1988 than
in 1984,

Teachers’ Comments on Completed
Papers. Students in grades 8 and 11 were
asked about the extent to which teachers
commented o completed papers. Their
vesponses are sutmmarized in TABLY 6,13,
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TABLE 6.12 : " il
Social Uses of Writing =X
|
Percentage of Students
Reporting at Least One Paper Written
for English Class Last Week
Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
Essay, composition, or theme 1988 25.1* 48.4* 63.6*
1984 19.3 40.9 59.6
Beok report 1988 40.5* 348 30.7
1984 36.1 35.4 30.4
Other report 1988 32.0 29.4 38.4
1984 28.3 26.5 37.7
Letter 1988 38.7 25.3 19.6
1984 38.5 20.8 159
Story 1988 43.3* 48.9* 39.7
1984 37.2 41.6 39.7
Poem 1988 29.7 14.7 209
1984 25.7 14.7 18.3
Play 1988 15.2 12.2 11.3
1984 13.9 10.4 12.6
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.
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An increase in the amount of writing done by students is con istent with
recent recommendations for writing instruction, and would seem a necessary
first step toward improving students’ writing skills.
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TABLE 6.13 Trends in Teachers' Comments AL e
" { on Completed Papers =X
Percentage of Students
Roporting That Teachers Comment on
Aspect More than Half the Time
Year Grade 8 Grade 11
Follow directions 1988 a1, 279
1984 a15 30.3
Wrote enol .. 1988 35.6 259
1984 33.0 26.3
Id¢ s in paper 1988 43.7 42.8
1984 40.5 39.5
Way Ideas explainer 1988 40.7 41.9
1984 37.0 39.8
Way feelings expressed 1988 379 36.7
1984 32.5 30.8
Organization 1988 443 38.5
1984 42.7 40.1
Words 1088 39.9 299
1984 37.7 31.5
Speliing, punctuation, grammar 1988 53.4 431
1984 51.1 44.8
Neatness and handwriting 1988 451 212
1984 48.4 311
Note: No statistically significant difference between years i the .05 level.

At grad s 8 and 11, students’ reports indi-
cated little coange in the extent or nature of
tlcacher comments between 1984 and 1988,
Eighth graders in 1988 were most likely to

graders were less likely than eighth graders
to veport that their teachers commented on
many of the aspects listed.

report that their tcachers commented more
than half the tine on grammar, punctnation,
and spelling, while other kinds of comments
were reported slightly less often, Eleventh

TAVLE 6.14 stimmarizes student responsces
1o arclated serics of questions, asking abont
the types of feedback (oral or written) that
they received from teachers on their writing,
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TABLE 6.14

(31

ILI

Percentage of Students
Reporting Teachers Provide Type of
Feedback Almost Every Time They Write

Year Graded4 ~ Grade8  Grade 11
Mark mistakes 1988 39.6* 50.5* 61.3
1984 489 60.0 63.2
Write notes 1988 12.2* ”3.6 43.0
1984 18.0 4 43.4
Point out what Is well done 1988 284 Z:.9 31.0
1984 33.3 21.2 317
Point out what Is not well done 1988 26.6* 32.7 43.3
1984 31.8 34.3 44.8
Make suggestions for next time 1988 29.6 2'1.0 33.0
1984 32.3 27.8 33.9
Show an Interest In what you write 1988 35.5 314 32.2
1984 38.0 28.5 32.4

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .0% level.

At grade 4, students were less likely in 1988
than in 1984 to report that their teachers
marked mistakes, wrote notes, or pointed
out vhat was not done well in their papers.
Atgrades 8 and 11, there was little change in
the types ol teache -+ leedback reported by
students, although cightlr graders in the most
recent assessment were significantly less
tikely to state that their teachers marked
niistakes in their papers almost every time
they wrotc,

When students’ responses are aggregated,

the results indicate that the amount o teacher
feedback increases across the grades. The

7e

percentages of students in cach grade who
reported low, meditun, and high amounts of
feedback - and the average writing proli-
cicney for cach of these groups — are pre-
sented in TABLE 6.15.

From 1984 10 1988, there was a signilicant
increase at grade 4 in the percentage of stu-
dents who reported receiving a low amount
olfeedback; this was paived with a significant
decrease in the percentage ol students ro-
ceiving a medinm amount of feedback. There
was little change across time at grades 8 and
11 in the distribution ol students across the
citegories.
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TABLE 6.15 | Feedback on Writing: =5
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency
oW Mediim _High
Average Average Average
Year Percent Proficiency Percent Proficlency Percent Proficiency
Grade 4 1988 €4.2* 173.8 28.7* 1715 7.2 175.1
1984 51.6 169.4 40.0 166.4 8.4 173.7
Grade 8 1988 50.9 205.5 34.0 209.5 15.0 212.2
1984 52.2 207.3 33.1 213.9 14.7 213.4
Grade 11 1988 39.6 215.5 33.0 218.8 27.3 224.3
1984 39.4 217.6 33.8 225.2 26.8 224.8
*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.
b et s e e e e o e e eima s et is me smem b ete e ek At el L e e e sy - S U U APV VOUUII
Summary

Overall, students’” reports on the value placed on writing, on how they managed the writing
process, and on the instruction they received reflect no major changes between 1984 and 1988.
There are a few minor shifts, however.,

One such shift was in the amount of writing that students reported doing. Atall three grades,
the amount of essay writing increased from 1984 to 1988, and at grades 4 and 8, there were
some increases in other forms of informative and persuasive writing, as well. An increase in
the amount ofwriting done by students is consistent with recont recommendations for writing
instruction, and would scem a necessary first step toward improving students' writing skills.

The additional writing that students reported doing in 1988 was accompaniad by different
cmphases and atiitudes at different grades. Fonrth-grade students veported slightly more
positive attitudes in 1988 than in 1984, At grade 8, students were somewhat more likely in 19¢ 8
than in 1984 to acknowledge the valne of writing and to use certain revi-ing and editing
strategies. Eleventh graders wera maore likely in 1988 than in 1984 to report personal and social
uses of writing, but thair use of various planning, revising, and editing strategies remained
constant.

At the same time that students were reporting more writing, those at grade 4 also reported
somewhat loss feedback from theie teachers about the writing that they did. Although the
changes observed were relatively siall, a pattern in which students wrote more but received
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less extensive comment on cach piece of writing would also be consistent with recent
suggestions for students to “write more,” without ‘he need for teachers to mark each paper
extensively.

Particularly in the upper grades, the hest writers tended to be students who valued wwriting,
had positive attitudes toward their writing, used writing extensively for personal and social
reasons, revised and edited their work using a variety of strategies, and received feedback on
their writing from their teachers. Again, however, it should be noted that cause and effect
relationships cannot be determined. Thus, two interpretations are pussible: that better writers
seek out these opportunities, and that the opportunities themselves strengthen students’
writing proficiency.

Overall, however, nearly a decade into the educational reform movement and the writing
process movement — each of which has advocated changes in both the kinds of writing
instruction provided and in the uses for writing in schools — NAEP data indicate that both
students’ writing instruction and their writing performar:ce have remained relatively un-
changed.

—
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PROCEDURAL APPENDIX

General Background on
The Nation’s Report Card

HE NATION'S REPORT CARD,
the National Assessment of Kdu-
cational Progress (NAEP) is an
ongoing, congressionally man-
dated project established in
1969 to conrluct national sur-
veys of the educational attainments of young
Americans. Its primary goal is to document
the status of and trends in educational
achievement, based on comprehensive and
dependable national educational achieve-
ment data collected in a scientitic manner.
Today, it remains the only regularly con-
ducted national survey of educational
achievement at the clementary-, middle-, and
high-school levels.

Since 1969, The Nation's Report Card has
assessed 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds in a variety
of school subjects, In the 1984 assessmaent,
the project began sampling students hy grade
as well as hy age to enhance the utility of the
data to school administrators and teachers,
The 1988 effort included in-school assess-
ments of writing, reading, U.S. history, civics,
and geography. In other years, the subjects

RIC
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assessed have included mathematics, science,
art, literature, music, and career develop-
ment. In addition to the student assessments,
NAEP also periodically surveys young adults;
in 1985, the project completed a young adult
literacy assessment.

NAEP's student assessments were con-
ducted annually (dirough 1980 and have been
carried out bicnnially since then. Most sub-
jects have been reassessed to monitor trends
in achicvement over time, To date, NAEP has
assessed  approximately 1,300,000 young
Americans.

From its inception, NAEDP has developed
assessments through a consensus process,
Educators, scholars, and citizens represen-
tative of many diverse constitnencies and
points of view design objectives for cach
subject area assessment, proposing general
goals they feel students should achieve in the
course of their edueation, Afier careful re-
views, the objectives are given to item writ-
ers, who develop assessment questions ap-
propriate to the objectives.
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All items undergo extensive reviews by
subject-matter experts, measurement special-
ists, and editors to eliminate any potential
bias or lack of sensitivity to particular groups.
The items are then administered to a strati-
fied, multistage probability sample of students
chosen so that their assessment results may
be generalized to the entire national popula-
tion. Once the data have been collected,
scored, and analyzed, NAEP publishes and
disseminates the results, providing informa-
tion that is designed to help educators, legis-
lators, and others improve education in the
United States. With certain restrictions de-
signed to protect their security, items used in
the assessments are made available to states,
localities, and researchers upon request. The
assessment data also are available to re-
scarchers who wish to conduct secondary
analyses.

In addition to gathering cognitive data,
NAEP has asked students, teachers, and
school officials to answer a variety of ques-
tions about instruction, activities, experi-
ences, curriculum, resources, attitudes, and
demographics. This background information
is designed to improve the uscfulness of NAEP
achievenient results and to provide an op-
portunity to examine policy issues.

The Nation's Report Card is supported by
the U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Fducational Rescarch and Improvement, and
directed by the National Center for Eduea-
tion Statistics. Fdicational ‘Testing Service
has been the grantee for the project since
1983, Fariier assessments were conducted
hy the Education Commission of the States.
NAEP is governed by an independent, legisla-
tively-defined board, the National Assessment
Governing Boaitl.

General Background on the 1984 and 1988
NAEP Writing Assessments

‘The Nation's Ieport Card has carried out
five national assessments of writing, in the
1969-70, 1973-74, 1978-79, 1983-84, and 1987-
88 school years. Kach assessment has in-
cluded a variety of open-ended writing tasks
and background questions, some of which
have heen readministered in suceessive as-
sessmeints to permit an analysis of trends in
writing performance and related factors over
time.? However, due to the considerable ve-
sources required for direct writing assess-
ment and to shifts in the goals of writing
instruction over this 26-year period, the sets
of tasks have evolved from assessment to
assessiment, with sume tasks being retired
and new ones developed to take their place.

‘This report is based on the 1983-84 and
1987-88 writing assessments of students in
grades 4, 8, and 11 attending public and pri-
vate schools. In both years, the same tasks
were included verbatim and were admini-
stered in the same manner to comparable
samples of students. Eigl th graders were
assessed in the fall (Oc ober-December),
tourth graders in the winter (January-Febru-
ary), and eleventh graders in the spring
(March-May). The two assessments will sub-
sequently be referred to by the last half of the
schoolyear in which they were conducted —
thus, as the 1984 and 1988 assessments.

The writing tasks and background ques-
tions administered in 1984 and 1988 were
designed to measure aspects of wriiing per-
formance and related factors that were des-
ignated as important by a nationally repre-
sentative panel of writing specialists, educa-
tors, and concerned citizens. The primary
objective of the assessments was to measure
students’ ability to write for various purposes;

See Arthue NoApplebee Tudith A Uanper and Ina v S \allis, Weato Teends Across the Decade: 1974-84 (M incoton. N3 Edueational

Testing Service, National Assessment ot bducational Progress. 19861
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related objectives were to evaluate the extent and valued writing. The primacy objective —
to which students managed thewriting proc-  the use of writing to accomplish a variety of
ess, controlled the iorms of written language,  purposes — is discussed below.

Writing oceurs regularly in people’s personal and social lives as well as in school
settings. People write to accomplish many different purposes, such as straightening
outabilling error by letter, explaining a personal viewpoint on an issue in a speech, or
expressing an artistic impulse in a story or poem. The ability to explain ideas or
document events in writing can also help in a variety of job situations. Letters, reports,
inventories, aud a wide range of recordkeeping systems are integral to many busi-
nesses. Consequently, students need opportunities to develop a wide range of writing
skills by writing for many purposes in varying contexts or situations.

In the sections that follow, three purposes for writing are discussed: informative,
persuasive, and personal/imaginative narrative. These purposes often blend into each
other in various ways, depending upon the contexts for writing. For example, an
autobiography might very well be considered narrative, informative, and persuasive;
a iob application and resume may persuade as well as inform. Although these three
purposes may frequently coexist in a piece of writing, one or another type often
predominates. Writers' purposes are shaped by their initial perceptions of their topic,
by the ways they cousider their audience, by the social or instructional contexts in
which they are writing, and by changes in focus that occur as they develop their
topics.

Informative Writing

Informative writing is used to share knowledge and convey messages, instructions,
and ideas. Like all writing, informative writing is filtered through the writer's impres-
sions, understanding, and feelings. Used as a means of exploration, informative
writing helps the writer assimilate new ideas and reexamine old conclusions. When
addressed to more public audiences, informative writing involves reporting on events
or experiences, or analyzing concepts and relationships, including developing new
hypotheses and generalizations. Anv of these types of informative writing can be based
on the writer's personal knowledge and experience or on less familiar information
that must be understood in order to complate the task. Usually, informative writing
involves a mix of the familiar and the new, clarifying both in the process of writing
about them. Jepending on the nature of the task, however, writing based on both
personal exy erience and secondary information can span the range of thinking skills
from recall to analysis and evaluation.

Persuasive Writing

The primary aim of persuasive writing is to influence others to bring about sonme
action or change. It may contain great amounts of” information - fucts, details,
examples, comparisons, statistics, or ancedotes — and, as the writer identities the
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most persuasive reasons to support a point of view, it may involve significant discover-
ies about one’s own feelings and ideas. Writing persuasively also requires the writer to
employ such critical thinking skills as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

Persuasive writing may be called for in a variety of situations. It may involve
responding to requests for advice by giving an opinion and supporting it with reasons.
It may also involve arguing one’s own point of view in such a way that a particular
audience wil! find it convincing. When there is opposition to what the writer is
advocating, persuasive writing may entail refuting arguments that are contrary to
one's own point of view,

In all persuasive writing, authors must choose the stance they will take. They can,
for instance, use emotional or logical appeals or an accommodating or demanding
tone. Regardless of the situation or approach, writers must be concerned first with
having a desired effect on readers, beyond merely adding to their knowledge of a
particular topic.

Personal/Imaginative Narrative Writing

Personal/imaginative narrative writing contributes to an awareness of our world as
we create, manipulate, and interpret reality. Such writing, whether fact or fantasy, re-
quires close observation of people, objects, and places, while it enables exploration of
all the wide-ranging possibilities of human experience. Further, this type of writing
fosters creativity and speculation by allowing us to express our thoughts and then
stand back, as a more detached observer might, and grasp more fully what we feel
and why. Thus, personal/imaginative narrative offers a special opportunity to analyze
and understand emotions and actions.

Whether a means of discovery or just plain “fun,” narrative writing can produce
stories or personal essays and can l:ad to other forms, such as poems o - plays.
Practice with these forms helps writers to develop an ear for language and to inprove
literary abilities.

Informative and persuasive writing can benefit from the features used in narrative
writing. Informative writing, tor example, can narrate an incident as part of a report
or clarity a point through the use of metaphor or simile. A persuasive statement can
be convincing not only on the basis of its internal logic, but also on the strength of its
illustrative material (its stories), its rhythm, and the voice of its persona.

The 12 writing tasks included in the as imaginative purposes for wreiting, Fach stu-
sessment were therefore designed to reflect dent responded to one to four weiting tasks,
a range of the informative, persuasive, and — viclding 600 to 1200 responses per task, In
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addition to gi. ‘erating samples of their writ-
ing in response to these tasks, studerts at
each grade level were asked a series of back-
ground questions about their demaographi. s
and their writing practices, instruction, and'
attitudes.

Sampling, Data Collection, and Scuring

Sampling and data collectir®; s ivitios far
the 1988 NAEP assessmen’ aere conducied
by Westat, Inc. As with 7v  ALP - scossinents,
the writing trend assess: 2w ais we. s based ns
a deeply stratified, thr.o . age amrpling Je-
s5ign.’ The first stage o sannling entails -
fining primary sampling u.i.a - 2487 ,), which
are typically groups of contiguuus Lo mtic,
but sometimes a single county; clus~{ying
the PSUs into strata defined by - g, - and
community type; and randc iy sclecting
PSUs. The second stage entai’ v..umerating,
stratifying, and randomly sela:i. | ublic and
private schools at each gradc-level withii
each PSU selected at the first stage. The third
stage vt the sampling design involves ran-
domly selecting students within a schoo! for
participation in NAEP. Some students sampled
(less than 4 percent) were excluded from
each assessment because of limited English
proficiency or a severe disakility. In 1984,
NAEP began collecting descriptive infoisaa-
tion about excluded students.

At each grade level, two samples of stu-
dents — subsequently referred to as the
‘bridge” and "main” samples -—were assessed
in writing in 1988. The 1988 bridge samnple
assessment was conducted so that the re-
sults coukl be linked to the results from the
1984 main writing assessment; these trend
data are reported herein. Accordingly, sw-
dents in the bridge saanples were chosen by
the same age/grade definitions (age 9 or grade

4, agie 13 or grade 8, and age 17 or grade 11),
admiriziered a snhset of the same materials,
an-lassesiod at the same times of year as in
1584 (age Ygrade 4 in the winter, age 13/
grade » in the fall, and age 17/grade 11in the
spring). Each student was given an assess-
ment booklet that contained a combination
of writing and reading materials.

Students samplc 1 for participation in the
main 1988 writing o#ssessment were also se-
lected by age/grad:; unlike the bridge
samples, however, the oldest students were
either age 17 or in grade 12. Students were
administered neve writing items assembled
i a manner that was different than for the
nridge assessront. $pecifically, each student
receiverd a booklei containing writing mate-
risls only, Half the students at each age/grade
level were assessed in the fall of 1987 and the
remaining half were assessed in the spring of
1988. The results frym the 1988 main writing
assessment will be published in 1990 in a
secord writing report.

The school sample sizes and the school
cocperatiaon and response rates for the 1984
ard 1486 irend assessments are provided in
TABLES AT aud A2

Studients participating in the NAEP writing
rend assessients were assembloed for a ses-
sion thatlasted approximately onc hour, Kach
student received a booklet containing a set of
general background questions and three 15-
minute blocks of cognitive items, including
from one to four writing items and some
number of reading iteims. The assessmaents
war e administered using a well-trained pro-
fessional data collection staft and subjected
to rigorous quality control svaluaions con-
ducted through site visits by NAEP and Wes-
tat stail.

"Detailed inforauton can he loand in the Report an Sacaple Sselecion, Wephtng, and Caremee Esionation, Year 13 and the Heporton
Sample Sclection, Weighiing, wid Variance Estunation, Year 19 prepioed by Weslal, ine
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Since 1984, 'The Nation's Keport Card has
used a powertul viciant of matrix sampling
called Balanced Incomplete Block (B1B) spi-
ralling to govern the way in which most of
the assessment materials are assembled and
distributed. The "halanced incomplete block”
part of the design assigns blocks of items to
hooklets in such a way that cach block ap-
peinrs in the same number of hooklets and
cach pair of blocks appears together in at
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THE NATION'S
REPORT [rugp
School Sample Si =
TABLE A.1 | School Sample Sizes ek
=\
Age/Grade 1484 1988
0/4 683 154
13/8 549 173
1711 345 114
Total 1,577 441
— - S
THE NATION'S
: REPORT
School Cooperation and caRD [Foeh
TABLE A.2 . =l
Student Response Rates =
Percent Percent
Age/Grade Schools Participating Stuae~t Completion
1984
9/4 88.6 92.5
13/8 90.3 90.3
17/11 83.9 82.2
1988
9/4 87.2 92.3
13/8 92.7 88.2
17/11 78.1 774
Note: The 1984 and 1988 data in these tables were obtained from the corresponding Reports on NAEP Fleld Operation and Data
Coliv =tion Activities, prepared Ly Wes.at, Inc. The decreased school sample sizes in 1988 reflect NAEP'S new procedure of using
special bridge samples to measure tienrts, in which previous assessmoent methods are replicated with meticulous care. Althotgh mare
scheols and students participated n the full 1988 asscssment of reading, « g, U.3. history, civics, and geagraphy the figures
ahove are for the writing bridge samples upon which this report is based. Alth, 1 sampled schools that refused to participave were
replaced, school cooperation a5 are computed based on the schools originally selected for participation in the assessments The
student completion rates represent the percentage of students assessed of those invited to be assessed. including in follovs-up
sessions when necessary.

o e et A ks - e i e et

least one hooklet. 'T'he “spiralling” part of the
method eveles the booklets for admingstra-
tion so that typically only a few students in
any one assessment session receive the same
booklet. The 1988 writing trend assessiment
followed a partial BIB design, wherehy cer-
tain books containing writing items were
selected frorm the 1984 Bis-spiral assesameng
and printed intact. ‘Thus, blccks of writing
items generally appeared in tvo booklets,



After the assessment booklets were re-
turned to NAEP, open-ended items were
scored by trained readers. ‘The writing items
included in the 1984-1988 trend assessient
were submitted to three types of scoring:
priraary trait, holistic, and mechanics. TABLFE,
A3 summarizes the sample sizes for each
task and scorving method. The sections that
tollow provide information on these meth-
ods and the different perspectives they yield.

The NAE: wriling data were weighted in
accordance v ith the population structure.
This weighting veflects the probability of se-
lection of each ~tudent, adjusts for nonre-
sponse, and - thirough a process known as
poststratification - assures that the repre-
sentation of cevtaiv. subpopulations corre-
spowds to figures ba: *d on the Census and
the Current Population Survey."!

. -~ THE NATION'S
‘ Sample Sizes for the Writing Hi0RT frum
. CARD| T
TABLE A.3 | Trend Assessment by Task =
. —
and Scoring Method
1984 1988
Scoring Grade Grade
Writing Task Method 4 g8 11 4 8 11
INFORMATIVE
Plants Primary 656 - 1285 -
XYZ Company Primary 544 616 S 1152 1334
Appleby House Frimary 530 588 599 925 1256 104
Food on the Frontier Primary - 603 629 1339 1212
Food on the Frontier Holistic 1184 1180 1247 1192
Job Application Primary — 603 - 1169
PERSUASIVE
Spaceship Primary 611 1258 - -
Spacechip Holistic 161 1257 -
Spaceship Mechanics 5006 » . 481 : -
Radio Station Primary H8h 6172 - 1234 1304
Dissecting Frogs Primary - 641 » 1356 :
Rec. Opportunities Primary 494 He 1372, 1242
Rec. Opportunities Holistic 1286 1254 - 1302 1182
Rec, Opportumaoes Mechanics al3 H17 - 516 4457
Space Program Primany : 632 - - - 1195
Bike Lane Primary 036 e 1178
IMAGINATIVE ,
Flashlight Primary 609 614 » ‘
Flashlight Hclistic 940 615 S

"The NAEE 1788 Tecluaeal Reportwill provide uether details on wepthting and it elles s on peolicieney estinmation
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Primary Trait Scoring:
Evaluating Task Accomplishment

A primary trait scoring guide was devel-
oped for each writing task to focus raters’
attention on how successfully students’ re-
sponses accomplished the task set forth in
the prompt. As illustrated in the overview to
this report, the guides typically defined five
levels of task accomplishiment -— not rated,
unsatisfactory, minimal, adequate, and
elaborated — based on the rhetorical de-
mands of the task. (A few of the scoring guides
did not define an “elaborated” category as it
was not appropriate to do so given the nature
of the tasks.)

A group of trained raters carried out the
primarvirait scoring over a period of several
months. Prior to scoring the responses to
each task, an intensive training session was
conducted by NAEP staff in the use of the
scoring guide for that task. Although the
quality of the scoring for previous asscss-
ments of writing has been consistently high,
we recognized that there might be differ-
ences between the ratings provided by the
group of scorers assembled in 1988 and the
scorers assembled in 1984. Any such differ-
ences could hbe due to a consistent change
such as an increase in the stringency of the
ratings, or simple variation in scoring be-
tween the two years, or a comiunation of the
twao. If uncontrolled, a between-year scorer
effect would add a confounding tactor detri-
mental to the measurement of trends in writ-
ing ability.

The most direct way of controlling the cf-
feet of across-year variation in scoring is to
eliminate it entirely by rescoring all of the
1984 responses to the trend writing tasks,
using the same set of scorers that evaluate
the 1988 responses. Unfortunately, resources
did not permit rescoring the full set of 1984
writing papers, but did provide for rescorving
wsubsample of the papers written in 1984,
For cach of the writing tasks, 26 pereent of

the 1984 papers were sampled and inter-
spersed with the 1988 papers. All responses
(from 1988 and trom the 1984 subsample) to
each writing task were then scored for task
accomplishment. The rescoring o the 1984
pape's permitted a study of the consistency
of scoring across years,

A comparison of the rescored 1984 data
with the original 1984 data indicated that the
between-year percentage of exact agreement
in scoring ranged from 70 percent to 94 per-
cent, averaging 90 percent at grade 4, 76 per-
cent at grade 8, and 80 percent at grade 11,
However, there was a slight tendency for the
1988 scores to be more stringent and NAEP
did not want variability between the two sets
of scorers to bias the trend results. Conse-
quently, to eliminate the cffects of between-
yeardifferences in scoring, tae 1984 estimates
of task accomplishment given in this report
are based on the rescored data only rather
than on the tull set of the 1984 data.

‘Twenty percent of the responses were also
rescored by a second rater to give an esti-
mate of interrater reliabilities. As shown in
TABLY, A4, which provides correlations and
percentages of exact agreement between the
first and second raters, the interrater relia-
bilities were generally quite high.

The Writing Scale: Average
Response Method (ARM) Scaling

Based on the primary trait scores for re-
sponses 1o the writing tasks presented in the
1988 an.d the 1984 assessments, the writing
trend data were scaled using the Average
Roesponse Method (ARM). ‘The ARM provides
an estimate of average writing; achicvement
for cach respondent as if he or she had taken
11 of the 12 writing tasks given and as it NAEP
had computed average achieverent (the
average primary trait score titnes 100) across
thiat set of tasks. ™ The ARM techmology, which
is based on estimates of the interrelation-

As previously soted, the nomerie values of the primary wait scores are 0 = not vated, 1 unsatisfactory, 22 mintmal, 3~ adequate,

and 4 == elaborated.
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ships among tasks given to the same stu-
dents, was first used to analyze and report
results from the 1984 writing assessment,
One fourth-grade task (Fashlight) could not
be included in the scale beeause the task was
net paired with any other writing tasks in
cither the 1984 or the 196 assessment.

The Average Response Method ol sealigs
nonbinary data combines linear models tech-

. THE NATION'S
Percentages of Exact Score K=
Point Agreement and =
. . \
TABLE A.4 | Correlation Coefficients for
Primary Trait Scoring
of 1984 and 1988 Papers
Task Percent Exact Agreement  Rellabllity Coefficlent
XYZ Company 97.1 .99
Radio Station 93.5 95
Age 9 Appleby House 90.3 92
Grade 4 Flashlight 87.5 .88
Plants 94.3 85
Spaceship 91.8 .95
Recreation Opportunities 85.4 .82
Food on the Frontier 79.9 .68
Age 13 Dissecting Frogs 76.1 64
Grade 8 XYZ Company 93.5 .92
Radio Station 87.0 .89
Appleby House 75.3 .69
Recreation Opportunities 90.8 93
Food on the Frontier 93.1 86
Age 17 Appleby House 89.3 89
Grade 11 Space Program 89.9 93
Job Anplication 92.3 92
Bike Lane 84.9 87
Note: The primary trait scoring conducted in 1988, was based on five scoring categories. as described in the overview of this report.

nology with multiple imputation procedures
to produce a set of plausible values for every
student. Fach set of plausible values predicts
what that student's average score across the
set of 11 writing tasks might be, based on the
studest’s responses to the particular tasks
presented and on the student’s status on a
variety of demographic and background vini-
ables, Since it was first used in 1984, the
Average Response Method has been general-
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ized to provide for performance compari-
sons across grades, based on a linking subset
of items, and to allow the inclusion of new
writing tasks in the scale.

Holistic Scoring: Evaluating Writing Fluency

To offer another perspective on students’
writi' % abilities, sclected tasks included in
the trend assessment were scored holisti-
ally for overall fluenzy (i.e., a global view of
the ideas, language facility organization,
mechanics and syntax of each paper taken as
a whole). As previously noted, these tasks
were “Spaceship” and “Flashlight” a. grade 4,
and "Recreation Opportunities” and “Food
on the Frontier” at grades 8 and 11, Trained
readers evaluated the relative fluency of stu-
dents’ writing on a 6-point scale. A small
prreentage of papers — such as those that
were blank or indecipherable — were not
rated.

Tne holistic scale was anchored hy chief
readers and table leaders chosen for their
expertise in holistic scoring. This group stud-
ied the pool of student responses to sclect
papers that represented each point on the
holistic sc e, then used these sample papers
to train a group -f approximately 75 raters.
Using the sample papers as a guide, the raters
were asked to determine whether papers
corresponded to the top half or the bottom
half of the holistic scale, then to make finer
distinctions between adjacent points of the
scale. The raters wers divided into two
groups, such that one large group was re-
sponsible for rating cighth and eleventh grad-
ers’ responses, @nd a smaller second group
was responsible for rating fourth graders'
responses. Because the emphasis of the ho-
listic scoring was to detect trends over time
at cach of the three grade ievels asscssed,
where a task was gven at more than one
grade level, responses were rated separately

for each grade. A training session preceded
the scoring of responses to each task at each
grade level,

Because student papers are evaluated rela-
tive to one another in holistic scoring —
rather than against specific criter’ s with
primary trait scoring — the distrii,ution of
scores for the total sample of papers should
be approximately normal, with scores evenly
distribute. "rund the center of the scale. To
detect changes inwriting fluency across time
at each grade level, papers from the 1984 an
1988 assessments were randomly mixed prior
to scoring. Thus, if more papers from either
assessnient were judged to be in the “top
half” of the scale, the results would indicei.:
changes over tme in overall writing tluency.

Twenty percent of the papers scored holis-
tically were scored again by a second reader
to provide information on nterrater scoring
agreement. These data are presented in
TABLE A.5.

Relationship Jetween
Primary Trait and Holistic Scores

Since certain writing items included in the
1984-1988 trend assessment were s ihmitted
to both holistic and primary trait scoring, it is
also possible to examine the relationship
between the two sets of scores. As shown in
TABLIL A6, he correlations range irom .38
10 .66.

While the two scoring measures are clearly
reiated, itis evident that they capture some-
what different aspects of writing perform-
ance. The primary trait scere is closely tied
to the features of specitic writing tasks, pro-
viding a measure of students' suceess in ac-
complishing the assigned purpose of the
writing. Alternatively, the holistic score pro-
vides a general measure of writing fluency,

"A general deseription of the AWergge Reaponse Method can e famd in Albert £ Beaton anmil Fogeme G dohnson, " Phe Average
Responze Method ot seabigt, " Jomoal of Edueationad Statistios 10950, Vol 1, 8o 4 B thier details on this procedie as itwas appliced
to the scaling of the waiting trend data can be lound in the tortheoming NAEP 198788 Technival Rops 1,
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since the impression marks tl -t raters give
are atfected by writers' attention to organiza-
tion, adherence to the conventions of written
English, word choice, handwriting, and qual-
ity of ideas.

Mechanics Scoring

To provide for an examination of trends in
students’ control of the conventions of writ-
ten English, NAEP evaluated a random
subsample of the 1984 and 1988 writing re-

sponses using the mechanics senring crite-
ria it used to evaluate writing responses from
the 1984 assessment. " One task at each grade
level was selected for the mechanics scoring;
these tasks were “Spaceship” at grade 4 and
“Recreation Opportunities” at grades 8 and
11. A random probability sample of approxi-
mately 500 responses to each item at each
grade level for each year was selected for
evaluation. To ensurce that the comparisons
between Black and White students were rea-
sonably precise, Black students were over-

Correlation Coefficients
mBLE A5 | for Holistic Scoring L

THE NATION'S

REPORT Naup
CARD|__

Conducted in 1988

1984 Papers * Age/Grade

1988 Papers * Age/Grade

Note: The holistic scoring was based on 7 scoring categories.

Holistic Scores

Spaceship
Hashlight 58
Recreation Opr artunities

Foud on the Frontier

i

9/4 13/8 17/11 9/4 13/8 17/11
Spaceship 75 e e /34 — s
Flashlight 73 - 83
Recreation Opportunities 70 19 A7 .68
Foud on the Frontier e .69 12 T3 .64

L. et e s £ 440 1 2 Vo e T2 2 omemn s oA e 1 8 St s s e A

| Correlation Coefficients
TaBLE A6 | Between Primary Trait and =2

1984 Papers

THE NATION'S
REPORT reomp
CARD |
e |
1988 Papers
11 4 8 11
Nele
L3
38 Ao A6
A5 A3 A

AV SO Applebee, Judith A Laoger and Tna Vs Nudlis, Grarnner, Panctaation. sard Spellingg: Controllig the Conventions of Written
English (Princeton, NI Eduecational Testing Service, National Assessient of Fdueational Progress, 19871
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sampled. Thus, results from the analysis of
students’ grammar, punctuation. and spell-
ing can be reported for the nation as well as
for certain subpopulations defined by race/
ethnicity and gender.

In the mechanics scoring, each vesponse
was analyzed for a variety of aspects of spell-
ing, punctuation, grammar, word choice, and
syntax by English teachers who had been

1. Senience Types

trained in the use of detailed criteria. The
entire text of the scored papers, with the
scoring marks, was then entered into a com-
puter-readable database to provide for the
subsequent analyses.

An ouiline of the features of writing me-
chanics included in the scoring and analysis
is provided below.

1. 8imple -- A sentence that contains a subject and a verb. It may also have an object,

subject complement, phrase, appositive,

noniinative ahsolute or verbal, Also, a

word group used in dialogue, for emphasis, or as an exclamation that is not an

independent clause.

2. Gompound — A sentence containing two or more simple sentences joined by

semething other than a comma.

3. Complex (and compound-complex) — A sentence that contains at least one
independent clause and one dependent clause,

Sentence types with punctuation errors were not classified in the above categories.

4. Run-on Sentence

& Fused - A sentence containing two o1 more independent clauses with no
punctuation or conjunction separating them.

b. Onand on — A sentence consisting
together with conjunctions.

of four or more independent clauses strung

¢. Comma splice — A sentence containing two or more independent clauses
separated by a comma instead of a semicolon or a coordinating conjunction.

5. Fragment — A word group, other than an independent clause, written and punc-

luated as a sentence,

H. Faulty Sentence Constraction

(These scores are in addition to the sentence types.)
Y}

L Agreement Error — A sentence where at least one of the tollowing is present:
subjectverh do nowagres, pronoun/zantecedent do not agree, noun/modifier do not
agree, subject/object pronoun is misused, or verh tense shatts,
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2. Awkward Sentence (The awkward categories are listed in order of category
precedence, since only one score was given to a sentence.)

a. Faulty ) arallelism — A parallel construction that is semanticaily or structurally
dysfunctional.

b. Unclear pronoun reference — A pronoun's antecedent is unclear.

c. IHogical construction — Faulty modification or a dangling modifier or a func-
tionally misarranged or misproportioned sentence.

d. Other dysfunctions — A sentence containing an ornitted or extra word or a split
construction that definitely detracts from readability.

II1. Punctuation Evrors

Every ~rror of commission and error of omission was coded for commas, dashes,
quotation marks, semicolons, apostrophes, and end marks. The most informal
rules of usage were used, with the writer receiving the benefit of any doubt.

IV. Word-Level Conventions

1. Word Choice — The writer needs a word that is different from the one written.
This category also includes atter \pts at a verh, adjective, or adverb form that is non-
existent or unacceptable.

2. Spelling -— In addition to a misspelling, this category includes word-division er-
rors at the end of a line, two words written as one, one word written as two, super-
fluous plurals, and groups of distinguishable letters that do not milke a legitimate
word.

3. Capitalization — A word is given a capitalization error score if the firstword in a
sentence is not capitalized, if a proper noun or adjective within a sentence is not
capitalizec, and if the prenoun “1° is not capitalized.

The mechanics scoring was designed to allow the writer as touch flexibility s
possible under existing conventions of correct writing; consequently, any time two
authorities on mechanics disagreed, the more informal interpretation was used

Because the papers were entered info a computer-readable database, the num-
ber of words per paper, number of words per sentence, and number of letters per
word were tabulated by ¢ 'mputer.
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Estimatiing Variability
in Proficiency Measures

Since the statistics presented in this report
are estimates of population and subpopula-
tion characteristics, rather than the actual
(unknown) values of those characteristics, it
is important to bave measures of the degree
of uncertainty of the estimates. Two compo-
nents of uncertainty are accounted for i
statistics hased on the NAEP data: (1) uncer-
tainty due to sampling variability, and (2)
uncertainty avising because scale scores for
sach respondent are based on a relatively
small number of cognitive items.

The sampling variance provides a meas-
ure of the dependence of the results on the
particula» sample achieved. Because NAEP
uses compiex sampling procedures, conven-
tional formulas for estimating samypling vari-
ability that assume simple random sampling
are inappropriate. 1o account for the char-
acteristics of its comp. ex sample design, NAEP
uses a jackknife replication procedure to es-
timate sampling variability. Briefly, the jack-
knife procedure estimates the sampling vari-
ance of a statistic hy repeatedly altering the
sample in a controlled manner and recom-
puting the statistic based on the altered
sample.” ‘The jackknite variance estimate is
besed on the variability of the statistics from
the altered samples. The square root of the
jackknife variance estimate of a statistic is the
sampling standard error of that statistic, This
standard error includes all possible tonsys-
tematic error associated vith adniinistering:
specitic items to designated students in con-
trolled situations.

The jackknifed standard crror provides a
reasonable measare of uncertainty for any
statistic bascd on values observed without
error. Population scores for cognitive items

meet this requirement, but scaled-score
proficiency values do not. Because cach stu-
dent typically responds to relatively few items,
there exists a  antrivial amount of impreci-
sion iin the measurement of the proficiercy
values for any givon student. This impreci-
sion adds an additional component of vari-
ability to statistics based on scale-score profi-
cieney values. This component is estimatod
hy assessing the dependencs of the value of
the statistic on the particular set of student
level estimated proficiencizs used in its com-
putation. The measure of the overall variabil-
ity of a statistic based on scale scores is the
sum ofthe ;omponent due to imprec sion of
measurement and the jackknife sampling
variance, and the standard error of the statis-
tic is the square root of this sum. '

NAEP Reporting Groups

NAEP does not report performance results
for individual studenig, but rather for groups
of students and for the nation as a whole.
Information about region and size/type of
community was obtained from the sampling
frame, whizh gives inforn.ation about the

untry and urbanicity of the school’s loca-
aon, and from responses given hy the school
principal detailing the occupation profile of
the parents of the school’s student body, and
the size of the community served by the
school. Information as to the sex of cach
student was obtz ned trom school records,
Other group results are based on student
answers to the conmmon cove of background
questions adiministered to all assessed stu-
dents In oddition to pational results, this
reportcontams information about subgroups
defined by race/ethnicity, sex, and region of
the country. Definitions of these groups
follow.

CEor bather details see Fagene Golohnson “Coosiderations aned Feehnigques for the Analvsis of NALE Data. Journal of Edocational

Statistivs (19895 Vol 1.4, Noy

"Tor s complele deseription of NARF Garaniee esimation - e Expantng the New Desasn The NAEP 19585.86 Technical Report
Princeton. NI Edueational Testing Se1vice Nalional Assimsiin: it of Fdurational Frogress, 19851
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Race/Ethnicity

Results are presented for Black, White, and
Hispanic students, but not for other racial/
cthnic groups because the sample sizes were
not large enough to provide reliable estimates.
Classitications of students’ race/ethnicity are
based on their responses to two questions:

1. Are you

A. American Indisan or Alaskan Native
B. Asian or Pacific lslander

C. Black

D. White

L. Other (What?)

2. Are you Hispanic?

A.No

B. Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, or
Chicano

C. Yes, Puerto Rican

D. Yes, Cuban

E. Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic
(What?)

Students who chose any of the “yes”
response options in question 2 were classi-
fied as Hispanic.

O
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Gender

The Nation's Report Card analyzes and
reports results for males anda females.

Region

For reporting purposes, the country is di-
vided into four regions: Northeast, South-
east, Central, and West, shown in the map
below.

NORTHEAST
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The Writing Background Factors

As previously noted, students participating in the writing trend assessments were asked to
answer a series of questions on their attitudes toward writing, the value they placed on writing,
and their instructional experiences. Responses to these questions were used to create the five
compuosite factors presented in Chapter Three: Value Placed on Writing, General Attitudes
Toward Writing, Personal and Social Uses of Writing, Revising Strategies, and Teacher Feed-
back on Writing. The questions included in each factor are provided below.

Overall Value Placed on Writing (Grades 8 and 11)

How often is each of the following sentences true for you?
Writing helps me to think more cleavly.
Writing helps me tell others what I think.
Writing helps me tell others how I feel about things.
Writing helps me understand my own feelings about things.
People who write well have a better chance. of getting good jobs.

People who write well are more influential.

General Attitudes Toward Writing (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often is each of the following sentences true for you?
I like to write.
I am a good writcr.
People like what I write,
I write on my own outside of school.

If I didn't have to write . i school, 1 wouldn't write anything,

Personal and Social Uses of Writing (Grades 8 and 11)

How often do you write each of the following things?
Letters to friends or relatives
Notes and messages

Stories or poems that are not schoolwork

Ly



Revising Strategies (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often do you do each of the following to make your papers better?
Move some sentences or paragraphs to different parts of the paper.
Add new ideas or information.

Take out parts of the paper that you don't like.

Change some words for other words that you like better.
Correct mistakes in spelling.

Correct mistakes in grammar.

Correct mistakes in punctuation.

Rewrite almost all of the paper.

Throw out the first paper and start again.

Teacher Feedback on Writing (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often does the teacher do each of the following things
with your writing?
Mark the mistakes in your paper.
Write notes on your paper.
Point out what you did well.
Point out what you did not do well.
Make suggestions about what you should do the next time you write.

$how an interest in what you write.
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DATA APPENDIX

HE FOLLOWING DATA TABLES supplement the information presented in this

T report. The first section provides the primary trait and holistic scores for

A eachitem included in the 1984 to 1988 writing trend assessment. The second

section presents information on average writing proficiency (based on the Average

Response Method analyses previously described) and percentile distributions for

students in each grade. The tLird section includes additional information on stu-
dents' writing mechanics.

The final section contains figures reproduced from Writing Trends Across the
Lecade: 1974-1984; these provide information on trends in students’ writing achicve-
ment, based on the earlier NAEP assessments,

o
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Minimal
or Better
(2.3.4)
83.9 (1.0
82.7 1.7
(2,3,.4)
46.1 (2.4
44.3 (1.8)
(2.3,4)
63.1 (2.2)
G1.6 (1.1)
(5)

2.310.6)
1.8 (0.5)

(2.3.4)
43.1 (2.0)
48.6 (1.6)*

(2.3.49)
610 (2.5
13.2(1.4)*

(2.3.4)
632 (0.4
65.1 (2.7)

(5)

103 01%)
10.5 (1.3)

Grade 4: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Standard Errors for items Scored by Primary Trait and Holistic Mztheds
PLANTS: PRIMARY TRAIT
Not Unsatis- Adequate
Rated factory Minimai Adequate Elaborated or Better
(9) 3] (2) @) (4) (3.4 Mean
1984 1.4 (0.4) 147 (1.4) 438 (2.3 40.0 (2.2) [Not 2.27.(0.03)
1988 1.3 (0.6 16.0 (1.4) a2.5 (1.6) 40.2 (1.8) Applicable) 2.22 {0.03)
XYZ COMPANY: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0 (1) (2) (3) (4) (3.4) Mean
1984 38(1.2) 50.1 (2.6) BE (1.2) 315 (23) [Not 1.80 (0.05)
1988 2.8(0.4) 52.8(1.8) 8.7 (0.9) 35.6 (1.9) Applicable) 1.77 (0.04)
SPACESH!P: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) 4] (2) (3) O] (3.4) Mean
1984 6.9(1.1) 30.0 (1.8} 43.1 (2.2) 197 (1.4) 0.3(0.2) 20.0 (1.4) 1.77 (0.04)
1988 5.2 (0.6) 33.2(1.3) 36.7 (1.6)* 237 (0.7 1.2 {0.4) 249 (1.n* 1.82 (0.02)
SPACESHIP: HOLISTIC
(0) (3] W) (3 (4) (6) (4.5.6)
1084 88 (1.0 20.8 (1.4) 32.8 (1.5) 23.5 (1.5) 1.3 04 (0.4) 14.0 (1.2)
1988 6.8 (0.6) 19.8 (1.4) 33c(1.4) 24.8 (1.5) 13.2 {1.3) 0.7 (1.3) 15.7 (1.3)
Mean
1084 2.16 {0.04)
1988 2.26 (0.04)
RADIO STATION: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (3.4) Mean
1984 69 (1.0) 500 (1.9) 31.7(2.2) 11.3 {1.6) 0.1 (0.1) 11.4 (1.6 1.48 (0.03)
1988 48 (0.7 46.6 (1.4) 335(13) 15.1 (1.2) 0.0 (0.0 15.1 (1.2) 1.59 (0.03)*
APPLEBY HNUSE: PRIMARY ‘i RAIT
(0) (1 2) (3) 4) (3.4) Mean
1984 4.5 (1) 28.7(2.1) 50.8 (2.2) 16.2.(1.3) 00{0.0) 16.2 (1.3) 1.79 (0.04)
1988 2.2 (0.6) 24.6 (1.3) 495 (1.4) 237 (1. 0.0 (0.0) 23.7 (1. 1.95 (0.02)*
FLASHLIGHT: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) () (2) (3) (4) (3.4) Mean
1984 0.9 (0.3) 35923 546 (20) BL(1Y) f102) 8.6 (1D 1.71 (0.03)
1963 1°71{0.6) 332129 50.9 (2.5) 13.8 (2.0)* 0.4(0.4) 143 (20" 1.78 {0.04)
FLASHLIGHT: HOLISTIC
Q) (1 2) (3) 4) (6) (4.5.6)
1964 16 (1) 107 (1.0) 2L 5.0 (1 195 (1.5 A2 (0.9 34.0 (2 4)
1988 20 (06)* 8.0 {1.2) 248 (19) 2.0 (1.8 200 (1.7) 5.8 (07 274 {2.4)
Mean
14961 20610 69
1988 313007
“Shows statisticgily - gmificant difterence betveeen years at the 05 level Jackhnfed standard eaors are presented o parentheses.




Grade 8: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Standard Errors for Items Scored by Primary Trait and Holistic Methods

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: PRIMARY TRAIT

Not Unsatls- Minimat Adequate
Rated factory Minimal Adequate Elaborated or Better or Retter
0) (1) (2) (3) 4) (2.3.4) (3.4) Mean
1984 2200 4762 %) 405 (2 6 96 (14) 02(0.2) W2 (2 97 (1.4 1.58 (0.04
1988 31(0.6) 52 3(1.7) 37.4(1.2) 1.2 (0.9) 011 446 (1N 1209 1.49 (0.02)*
RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: HOLISTIC
(0) ) (2) (3) (4) (8) (6) (4,5.6)
1984 57 8108 175 (1.3 292.(15) 250000 10.2.(1.0) 4.0 (0.5) 392(18)
1988 2.9 (0.5)* 6.9 (09) 17.8 (1.2) 28.4 (1.4) 299 (1.2)* 11.1(1.0) 2.9 (0.5) 439 (1.6)
Mean
1984 3.06 (0.05)
1988 3.20 (0.05)*
FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) {4) 2.3.4) (3.4) Mean
1984 0.8 (0.4) 19.2 (1.8} AR 65 (1.4) 02(0.1) 800 (1.9) 8.7 (1.4 1.88 (0.03)
1988 0.6 (0.3) 209 (1. 65.7 (1.8)* 12.5(1.3)* 0.3(0.1 85 (V.h 12.8 (1.3)* 1.91 (0.03)
FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: HOLISTIC
(0) 1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (4.5.6)
1984 18(06) 10008 21513 297 (1 6) 233 (1.0 8900 29106) 350 (1 4)
1988 1.2 (0.5)* 12.4 (1.4) 215 (1.3 305 (1.4) 2201 19 (1.2) 4.4(0.7) 345 (2.1)
Mean
1984 2.97 (0.0%)
1988 302 (0.06)
DISSECTING FROGS: PRIMARY TRAIT
{0) 1) (2) 3) (4) (2.3.4) (3.4) Mean
1984 1.0 (04) 144 (1.4 T30 (18 104 (12) 07202 846 (1.4) 106 (1.2) 1.94 (0.02)
1988 08(0.2 169 (1.7 €59 (1.9 159 (1.1 0.4(0.2) 822010 16.3 (1.1)* 1.98 (0.02)
XYZ COMPANY: PRIMARY TRAIT
{0) 1) (2) 3) (4) (2,3.4) (3.4) Mean
1984 0O 157 (b 11915 125 (1 Mot BAZ(1 Y 257 0.0
1084 0.3(0.2) 214 (1.4 75 (0.8 707 (1 4 Apprcable] W3y 2.49 (0.03)
RADIO STATION: PRIMARY TRAIT
{0) n (2) (3) ) (2.3.4) (3.4) Mean
1981 02102 212100 A8 (1 HO2 (0 (602 AN 307 (1o 204003
1984 0602 RN 408 (1.6) 248 (1.0 041(02) G615 253000 1.91(0.02)*
APPLEBY HOUSE: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) 1) (2) (3) (4) (2.3.9) (3.4) Mean
19451 0d{6.4 GGy, dd 0 AL GBI a0 015 AR 2T O03)
1988 03102 102¢1 Y 09 (18 47 4 (1 6) P340 HAY (11 87 (1.6) 2.39(0.02)

*Shows statistically sigmiticant difference hetween years ot the O4 level Jackkmited standard verors are presented i parenthiesos
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Standard Errors for Items Scored by
RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: PRIMARY TRAIT
Not Unsatls-
Rated factory Minimal
(0) (8] {2)
1984 0.6 (0.4) 260((2.4 56.8(30)
1988 2.9 00 29.3(1.6) 47.3 (1.5
RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: HOLISTIC
(0) 1) {2)
1084 390N 38(05) 10.3 (1.1)
1988 1.4 (0.2)* 3.1.(0.0 11.4(1.1)
Mean
1984 3.48 (0 0%)
1988 3.60 (0.04)
FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) {2)
1984 1.6G(0.7) 13.6 (1 5) 1.4 (1.7
1988 1.5 (0.4) B.7(1.2)* VT (1.6)
FQOD ON THE FRONTIER: HOLISTIC
(0) (1) (2)
1984 2.710.5) 5.5 (1).9) 131 (0.9
1988 1.040.3)* 52{09) 12.0 (1 0)
Mean
1984 350 (0.05)
1988 3.51 (0 06)
SPACE PROGRAM: PRIMARY TRAIT
{0) 1) (2)
1084 58110 14.6 (1.8) 5472 4)
1988 3.2 (0.5 17501.5) 51.5 (2.0)
JOB APPLICATION: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) {2)
1984 1.4 4) 14417 16,2 (2.0
1988 131000 128 (0.8) 175 (1.4
APPLEBY HOUSE: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2)
10984 1 {05, 100{1.4) BN
1008 0803 B9 (1) 370(18)
BIKE LANE: PRIMARY TRAIT
i (0) ) (2}
Pooma L7 RENNTET ATl
g 1963 09104 2072 N A1 (2O
i
|
1
l
|
|
i
i
f
i
. SShows Sttty b ant GBifforeng by baeen Vet it the 0% v
!
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Minimal Adequate
Adequate Eiaborated or Better or Better
3) (4) (2,3.4) (3.49)
16.3 (2.2) 031{0.3) 73.5 (2.5 16.6 (2.0)
19.7 (1.1 0.8 {0.2) 67.6 (1.6) 20.5 (1.7)
(3) 4 (5) (6)
29.1 (1.4) 3330100 14.4 (1.1} 5209
24.7 1.4y 39.8 (1 3)* 16.3 (1.1) 3.3(06)
(3) (4) (2.3.4) (3.9)
12813} 0.6 w.4) H4.8 (1.6) 13.4(1.3)
137000 0.5(0.2) 89.9 (1.2)* 14.2 (1.2)
(3 (4) (5) (6)
2H0(16) 308(1.2) 164(..1) 6.1
283 (1.4) 34.4 {1.6) 155 (1.2) 3.5 10.6)
{3) (4) (2,3.4) {3.4)
P36H(1.8) 1.310.4) 196 (2.2) 248 (1.8)
26.9 (1 6) 1.0(0.3) 79.4 (1 6) 27.9 (1.6)
(3) (4) (2.3.4) (3.4)
uh A (2.1 2.7 10.06) 843 (1.6) G020
61401y 4109 859 (10 68.4(17)
{3) (4) {2.3.%) (3.4)
K05 007 FRRONE HE3 (1) 561
K200 1304 A3 (12 $53.3(2.2)
(3) (4) (2.3.9) (3.4)
A 060 G676 (17 24002
21005 030N 694 (2 N 21.4(185)

ek ted Standard creos are fresented in parenthe i

[ W

Grade 11: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Primary Trait and Holistic Methods

Mean
1.98 (0.04)
1.86 (0.03)

{4,5.6)

52.8 (1.7
53.3 (1.)*

Mean
1.97 (0.03)
2.03 (0.02)

(4,5,6)

9!

53.3(1.8)
53.5 (2.1)

Mean
2.00 (0.04)
2.05 (0.03)

Mean
2.54 (0.03)
2.57(0.03)

Mean
AT I003
2.44 (0.0

Mean

191000
1.90 (0.03)
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Average Response Method (ARM) Means, Standard Deviations,
and Percentiles of Writing Distributions with Standard Errors

GRADE 4

NATION

Mean

Std, Deviation

Percentlias 5
10
°5
50
YE]
90
95

MALE

Mean

Std. Deviation

Percentiles 5
10
50
75
920
95

FEMALE

Mean

Std. Devlation
Percentiles 5

10
25
50
75
20
95

GRADE 8

NATION

Mean

Std. Devlation

Percentiles Y
10
25
50
%5
3]
95

MALE

Mean

Std. Deviation

Percentlles 5
10
25
50
1%
90
95

FEMALF.

Mean

Std. Deviation
Percentiles 5
N
o
50
745
"
a5

)

1984

1705 (1.7)

475 (1.5)

89.5 (3.2)
108.1 (3.9)
1386 (2.9)
1724 (1.8)
20.°.2 (1.5)
225 7 (2.5)
246, 15.0)

165.0 (2.7)
46.7 (1.3)
86.8 (5.5)

1043 (3.5)

133.0 (3.9)

166.4 (4.8)

197.2 (2.3)

225.0 (2.0)

239.1 (5.9)

176.7 (1.9)
4777 (2.1}
92.1 (4.2)

112.5 (4.5)

145.9 (5.8)

179.8 (1.9)

209.8 (3.7

2344 (3.9)

251.2 (4.5)

1984

212.4 (1.9)

453 (1.1)
136.3 (3.0)
1533 (2.2)
1825 (1.3)
2131 (1)
2436 (1.8)
269.4 (3.7)
265.3 (3.8)

204.5 (.4)

454 (2.1)
1270 (4.)
143.9 (6.0}
1152 (3.9)
205.4 (7 .4)
2357 (3.6)
261.6 (4.6)
2713 (5.3)

22005 (1.5)

AT 1)
1487 (3.3
1SS NI
1906 (1 8)
2016 (3.0)
2H0 T (2 6)
2150 (3 0)
290.3 (4.6)

Jackknifed standard etrors are presented in parentheses

1988

1733 (1.3)

a3.4 (1.1)
101.4 (2.5)
116.9 (2.0)
143.6 (1.6)
174.4 (2.2)
203.5 (2.0)
228.5 (2.5)
2433 (3.2)

164.3 (1.9)
425 (1.2)
93.7 (2.5)

109.7 (2.5)

135.0 (1.7)

165.6 (2.4)

194.4 (2.6)

218.7 (3.5)

232.7 (4.9)

182.4 (1.6)

a5 (1.4)
110.6 (4.0)
1213 (2.4)
154.1 (2.1)
183.0 (1.8)
211.7 (2.0)
236.6 (2.3)
251.9 (5.6)

1988

208.2 (0.8)

401 (0.9)
1400 (1.5)
156.6 (2.8)
1615 (1.2)
208.9 (1.1)
235.6 (1.1)
258.7 (1.1
2733 (1.9)

197.9 (1 4)
395 (1.0
131.5 (3.5)
146.3 (1 8)
1717 (2.0)
198.3 (1.7)
P51 (2.4)
2483 (2 0)
261.2 (2.5)

2182011

W2
thd.ad (4 4)
1695 (3.4)
192 817 6)
216.6 (2.3)
244.0 (1.5)
FOTR N VAN
2680.0 (3.9)

WHITE

Mean

Std. Deviation

Percentlies 5
10
25
50
75
90
95

BLACK

Mean

Std. Deviation

Percentlies 5
10
25
50
74
90
95

HISPANIC

Mean

Std. Devlation

Percentiles 5
10
25
50
75
90
95

WHITE

Mean

Std. Deviation

Percentlles 5
10
25
50
7%
00
95

BLACK

Mean

Std. Devlation

Percentiles 5
10
24
H
7%
A
151

HISPANIC

Mean

Std. Devlation

Percentlies '
10
oY
40

4

Lign

1964 1988
1772 (1.9) 180.0 (1.6)
457 (2.0) 418(1.1)
992 (3.9) 1102 (2.7)
1169 (3.3) 126.0 (2.1)
1463 (2.7 151.6 (1.7)
1792 (2.5) 181.0 (2.5)
2086 (2.8) 208.7 (2.0)
2349 (39 232.6 (3.4)
2502 (65) 247.6 (4.5)
1482 (4.0) 150.7 (3.1)
470 (2.9) 42.4 (1.6)
699 (9.1) 81.1 (8.4)
B6.6 (1.0) 96.0 (5.8)
115.7 (5.4 1218 (5.1)
1495 (6.0) 150.5 (2.8)
180.8 (4.2) 179.2 12.8)
2080 (5.9) 206.2 (4.4)
224.7 (13.1) 220.4 (4.9)
1579 (4.5) 162.2 (3.6)
480 2.5) 43.1 (1.4)
809 (17.3) 935 (5.4)
963 (8.1} 106.9 (3.9)
1253 (5.2) 131.2 (4.6)
1604 (5.4) 161.7 5.9)
1902 (66 191.5 (7.4)
2176 (79) 2179 (5.5)
2361 (5.5) 2245 (6.1)

1984 1908
2179 (15) 2131 (1.0
438 (1.3) 39.5 (0.9)
1446 (6.9) 146.4 (1.7)
161.0 (2.3) 162.3 (2.8)
189.0 (2.0) 1876 (1.1
2191 (2.2) 20387 (1.3)
2416 (2.4) 240.1 (1.6)
2130 (2.4) 262.2 (2.4)
2886 (39) 2712 (2.5)
1883 (4.1) 190.1 2.3)
37 (36) 31 (1.8
1146 (56) 1212 (3.8)
134.3 (15.5) 141.4 (5.8
16072 (8.2) 165.2 (2.4)

188.0 (A.6)
2016127

189.9 (2.4)
2156 (2.8)

249 (B 238637
2609 (10.4)  251.7(6.1)
1942 (6.9 1972 (3.2
PIVARERT 38719
120.0 (13.2) 130.6 (8 2)
1350 (1 6) 1472 (A.d)

1552.0 (13,6
136 (10 4)
2053 (10 1)
PhA T (L)
2686 (12.1)

172.014.9)
73447
2034 (6.6)
SATA39)
2B (1)




Average Response Methods (ARM) Means, Standard Deviations,
and Percentiles of Writing Distributions with Standard Errors

GRADE 11 1984 1988 1584 1988
NATION WHITF,
Mean 223.0 (2.1) 0.7 (17 Mean 2291 (21) 2253 1.3)
Std. Deviation 45.2 (1.0) 39.1 (1.2) Std, Devlation 438 (1.6) 379 (1.4)
Percentiles 5 145.1 (3.6) 154.6 (2.7) Percentlles & 155.5 (42) 161.5 (6.0
10 164.0 (1.6) 1707 2.1 10 1729 (4.3) 1768 (2.1)
25 192.7 (1.8) 195.8 (1.8) 25 2004 (1.6) 2008 (1.9)
50 224.0 (2.3) 221.6 (1.4) 50 2207 (22 2262 (1.2)
75 2543 (2.5) 2473 (2.1) 75 2597 12.8) 2507 (2.1)
90 260.1 (3.4) 2696 (2.1) 90 2844 (49) 2730 (2.8)
95 296.3 (5.5) 283.2 (2.6) 95 2098 {(39) 2860 (2.3)
MALE BLACK
Mean 211.9(3.0) 211.1 (1.6) fean 2042 (41) 2069 (2.6)
Std. Devlation 45.3 (1.4) 39.1 (1.5) Stdl. Devlation 250 (3.9) 380 (1.7)
Percentlles 5 136.8 (6.2) 145.0 (3.4) Percentlles 5 129.0 (13.0) 1432 (6.5)
10 1525 (3.1) 161.3 (4.2) 10 146.7 (11.6) 158.0 (3.2)
25 182.0 (3.8) 186.5 (1.9) 25 1747 (5.4) 1826 (4.1)
50 213.0 (3.3) 212.1 (1.5) 50 2035 (48) 2067 (2.5)
75 242.9 (3.7) 237.1 (2.2) 75 2368 (55) 2320 (4.
9% 269.1 (3.4) 260 4 (4.0} 90 2619 (12.1) 2571 (45)
95 2846 (5.9) 274.0 (5.3) 95 2161 (103) 2677 (8.0)
FEMALE HISPANIC
Mean 2345 (2.4) 229.2 (1.4) Maan 2006 (46) 2020 (3.2)
Std. Deviation 43.0 (1.3) 37.1 (1.2) Std. Deviation 4.0 (3.1 411 (3.3)
Percentiles 5 1622 (7.6) 167.8 (3.8) Percentlles & 1253 (31.1) 1327 (8.1)
10 17971 (3.8) 182.9 (2 8) 10 1435 (9 1) 148.4 (13.8)
25 2055 (3.0} 2052 (2.1) 25 169.2 (4.2) 1766 (3.3)
50 235.1 (2 4) 201.9 (0.9) 50 2009 (63) 2018 (3.2)
75 264.0 (2.) 254.5 (2.9) 75 ~308 (65) 2204 (4.85)
% 289.1 (6.2) 215.6 (2.9) 90 ST (12.8) 2534 (5.2)
95 303.8 (5.7) 288.3 (3.6) 95 2133(11.2) 2681 (5.2)

dackenifed standard virars are presented oo pdrentheses
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Grammar, Punctuation, and Spelling:
Trends in the Characteristics of Good and Poor Papers

Task Accomplishment Overall Fluency
Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Trait) (Primary Trait) (Holistlc) (Hollistic)
Year 3&4 182 4,588 1,2,&3
i Number of words
Grade 4 1988 51.3(4.2) 297 (1.3) 633 (38 29.0 (0.9)
‘ 1984 48.1 (2.1) 281 (0.8) 5.6 {2.4) 29.3 (0.8)
: Grede 8 1968 109.4 (8.0)* 68.2 (2.5) 94.5 (2.5) 52.3 (2.0)
19834 88.0 (4.7 63.3 (1.9 97.7 (3.6) 49.9 (1.6)
Grade 11 1988 127.8 (5.6) 88.1 (22) 115.4 (2.5) 64.5 (2.5)
1984 133.3 (7.2) B835(1.7) 114.6 (4.5) 65.1 (3.1)
Word length
Grade 4 1988 40 (0.1) 40(0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 3.9(0.0
. 1964 39(0.1 4.01(0.1) 3.9(0.1) 3.9(0.1
' Grade 8 1988 4.2.(0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.110.1) 4.1 (0.1)
‘ 1984 4.110.1) 4.1(0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)
Grade 11 1988 43(0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.4(0.1) 4.2 (0.1)
1984 4.4 (0.1) 431(0.1) 4.4(0.1) 4.2(0.1)
t
: Number of sentences
Grade 4 19688 3.8 (0.3) 2.4(02) 4.8(0.4) 2301
1984 3.9 (0.3) 2301y 4.5 (04 2.4{0.1)
(irade 8 1988 640N 5.2 (0.39)" 73(0.4) 3.7(0.2)
1984 7.4 (0.8) 4.3(0.2) 1.2{0.5) 3.6 (0.3)
Grade 11 1988 8.7(0.7) 5.4(0.2) 7.1(0.2) 4.5 (0.3)
1984 B85 (0.5) 5.1 (0.1) 7.3(0.3) 3.9(0.2)

Number of words per sentence

Grade 4 1988 16.0 (1.4) 149 (0.7) 15.6 (1.4) 153 (0.7)
1084 158 (0.7) 145 (0.5) 15.5 (1.0) 14.7 (0.4)
Grade 8 1048 2022 16.3 (0.5) 15.9 (0.7) 16.9 (0.7)
1984 15.7 (0.9) 17.3 (0.9 16.2 (0. 17.5(0.7)
Grade 11 1988 168 (0 6) 180 (0.6) 1.6 (0.4) 18.2 (1.1)
1984 16.1 (0.5) 1856 (0.6) 16.5 (0.2) 20.1 (1.3)

Number of errors

Grade 4 1988 5.1(06) 5303 6.2 {0.8) 5.0(04)
1984 6.1 {0 4) 4502y 6407 AT{02)
Grade 8 1988 700.8) 7.0 (0.5 B.6(08) $5.8(0.3)
19831 10400 5600 8.708) 5000
Grade 11 1988 6.1 (1.2) 54(0M 5705 6.408)
1984 7.1900 5910.2) 6.4 (0.9) 6.5 (0.5)

Error rate

Graoe 4 1983 10006 S0 s 104 (1.5) 190010
1944 1131y 17809 11920 177.8(08)
Grade 8 19:8 G.6 (0 172014 [RIEZE VA 122100
1984 126 (26) 100 101 12.1(1.5)
Grade 11 tgen a4 7508 GOty T3,y
1984 6.701.2) 71.910.4) 67109 10 4(0.9)
Ohoe catatebeaily sepebont dfferens e betaeenyeascar the 5 e g onkeeied Standard eerors are presented in parentheses

Dala for grade A are based ona different writing task than data for grades 8 and 11
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Trends in Sentence Errors for Good and Poor Papers
Task Accomptishment Overall Fluency
ey S g e e
Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Trait) (Primary Tralt) (Holistlc) (Hollstlc)
Year 384 1&2 4,586 1,2,83
Perccntage fun-on sentences
. 1988 16.1 (4.2) 175 (2.1 7.8 (2.1 20.0 (2.7
Grade 4 1984 18.3 (3.0) 14.9 (£.9) 13.5 (2.8) 6.3 (1.7)
Grade 8 1988 1.5 (4.5) 8.4 (1.3) 7.2(1.7) 9.3 (1.8)
: 1984 66 (1.7 1.5 (0.9, 4.9 (09) 9.4 (1.6)
Gear - 11 1988 2.8(06) a4(1.1) 1.8 (0.4 8.5 (2.5
e 1984 3.2(0.9) 5.1(08) 3.7(1.1) 83(22)
Percentage fragments
1988 37(1.2) 5.6 (1.5} 3.6 (1.1) 5.3 (1.4)
de 4
Grade 1984 30(0.7) 3.4 (0.7) 1.6 (0.6) 3.6 (0.6)
Grade 8 1988 0.7(0.5)* 4.2 (06) 3.1 (0.6) A8 (1.0)
’ 1984 7221 3.1 (0.5) 3.4 (0.8) 3.3(0.8)
Grade 11 1988 3.0(1.0) 2.9 (0.6) 2.5 (0.6) 38 (1.1)
1984 42 (1.5) 3.0 (0.5) 3.1 (0.6) 5.8 (1.5)
Percentage sentences with agreement errors
Grade 4 1988 170 7) 3.9(08) 25(1.3) 35(0.7)
wrade 1084 A49(1.5) 3.8(0.7) 4.9 (1.7 40 (0.8)
Grade 8 1968 0.9(0.5)* 3.4 (0.6} 3.3(0.8) 32 (0.8)
rade 1984 5.8 (1.6) 3000 3.6 {0.8) 39(1.0)
Grade 11 1988 2.3(0.7 2.4(0.5) 1.6 (0.3) 36 (0.9)
rade 1984 1.90.7) 3.310.6) 2.0 (0.5) 4.7 (1.5)
Percentage awkward sentences
Grade 4 1988 25.8(3.3) 33231 28.0 (4.7) 32.4 (3.1
rade 1984 20.7(3.1) 26.4 (2.2) 20.6 (3.3) 25.5 (2.5)
Grade 8 1968 366 (1.2) 379 (2.0) 30.4 (2.0)* 42.4 (2.6)
srade 1984 23.1 (3.9 33.4 (1.8 23.5 (2.6) 38.1 (2.8)
Grade 11 1988 21.4(1.6) 24.6 (1.6 19.5 (1.6) 306 (2.1)
rade 1984 248 (2.1) 32.8 (2.0) 22.8 (16) 39.2 (3.9)
Trends in Word-Level Errors for Good and Poor Papers
Task Accomglishment Overall Fluency
A e pa
Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Tralt) (Prlmary Tralt) (Hollstic) (Hollstic)
Year 384 1&2 4,586 1.2,&3
Percentage misspelled words
Grato 1988 48 (06)* 110(0.9) A4 (0.6) 10.6 (0.5
rade 4 1984 15 (0.6) 91 (0.5) 53(0.9) 9.2 (0.5)
- 1988 250 A0 3.4 (0.4) 5.1(0.3)
Grade 8 1984 4809 370.2) 3% (0.3) 45 (0.5)
Crate 11 1988 A6 6) 23(0.3) 1.7 (0.2) ERROL)
irade ! 1984 . (0.5) 2.5 (0.1) 17{0.2) 3810.4)
Percentaqge word-cholce errors
! e 4 19948 0.3 1) 080N 0.6(07) 0.61(0.1)
Guadlt 1944 050N 0.9 (0 1) 08072 0.8 (0.1)
e 8 1958 0507 0901 0802 0.9 1)
Gradte 1964 0962 0701 07 (0.0 1.0(02)
. 194y 08103 07(01) 05 (0 1) 1200
Girade 1144 0.6(0.1) 0.7 (0.1 0.7 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)
Percentage capitalization errors
ot 4 1965 0301 1004 04{03) 0.9 (0 4)
e 1981 070 08(07) 0.6 {0 4) 0B (2
e 18 020 06 (0.2 1.0 (0.5) 04(01)
rode 8 14 205) 002 0702 06 (0.3
. Y 1IR3 05 (0 6) O30 0402 060 M0
tiraric 1984 0730 0201 0.3 (0.1) 0.2 (0.2)
‘. SShow cutatetcalty gt diterence Leteeeq vearat thie 0% level Jackkrfed standard orrors are presented an parentheses. Data for grade 4 are
hased on a different wetting Lask than data for grades 8 and 11
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Trends in Punctuation Errors for Good and Poor Papers

Task Accomplishment Overall Fluency
frrms n e e e e e e g
Good Papers Poor Papeis Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Tralt) (Primary Tralt) (Holistic) (Holistic)
Year 384 182 4,586 1,2,&3
Total punctuation errors par 100 words
Gade 4 1988 1.7 (0.2) 3.7(0.5) 1.8(0.3) 3.4(0.5)
1984 1.9(0.2) 3.0(0.3) 1.8(0.3; 2.9(02)
Graie 8 1988 1.3 (0.2) 1.9 (0.2) 1.7(0.2) 2.0 (0.2)
1984 1.8 (0.2) L2401 17(0.2) 2202
Grade 11 1988 1.9 (0.4) 1.9 (0.4) 1.3(0.1) 2.3(0.3)
1984 1.0 (0.1) 1.8 (0.1) 1.4(0.2) 2.1 (0.3)
Punctuation omitted per 100 words
Grade 4 1988 1.6 (0.2) 3.5(0.5) 1.7 (0.3) 32 (05)
1084 1.7 (0.3 2.7 (0.2) 1.8(0.3) 25(0.2)
Grade 8 1988 1.1(0.2) 1.5(0.2) 1.4(0.2) 1.5 (0.2)
1984 1.4 (0.2) 1.4(0.1) 1.3(0.1) v.710.2)
Grade 11 19688 1.5(0.3)* 1.5 (0.4) 1.0(0.1) 1.8(0.3)
1984 0.7(0.1) 1.4 (0.1) 1.0 {0.2) 1.6 (0.3)
Wrong punctuatlon per 100 words
Grade 4 1488 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1(0.1) 0.2 (0.0
1084 0.2 (0.1) 03(0.1) 0.0000) 03(0.1)
Grade 8B 1188 0.2 (0.1} 0.4 (0.1) 04(0.1) 0.4 (0.1}
1984 C.4(0.1) 0.4 (0.1} 04(0.1) 0.5 (0.1)
Grade 11 1984 0.4(0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.3 (0.0) 05 (0.1
1984 0.3(0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 05(0.1)

Showes statstieally cqgnficant ditferencn Bebwean years at the 0% level. Jackknifed standard errors are presented sn parentheses. Datd £ < grade 4 are
based on a different writing task than data for grades 8 and 11




Grammar, Punctuation, and Spelling:
Trends in the Characteristics of Papers by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Race/Ethnlcity Gender
Year Black White Male Fernale
Number of words
Grade 4 1988 31.9 (1.6)t 378 (2.2) 31.0 (1.5)t 41.4 (3.2)
1984 30.9(2.3) 34.2 (1.2) 29.9 (1.2)t 373 (4.9
Grade 8 1988 62.2 (2.3t 73.0 (3.1) 58.3 (2.6)t 83.2 (3.6)*
1984 56.0 (4.2)t 68.3 (2.1) 58.6 2.2)t 74.8 (2.8)
. Grade 11 1988 0.1 (3.9 99.0{3.1) 86.7 (3.8)t 105.0 (3.2)
' 1984 79.3 (4.0)t 96.3 (3.0) 80.1 (2.5)t 105.3 (3.7)
Word length
Grade 4 1988 4.0 (0.1; 3.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 40(0.1)
1984 4.0 (0.1) 3901 39(0.1) 4.0(0.1)
Grade 8 1988 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)
1984 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1(0.1) 4.1 (0.1)
Grade 11 1988 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3(0.1) 4.3 (0.1}
1984 4.3 {0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 43 (0.1)
Number of sentences
Grade 4 19688 2.6 (0.1) 29(02) 25(072) 3.1 (0.3)
1084 2.6(0.4) 2701 2.4 (0.1)t 3.0(0.2)
Grade 8 1948 4.2 (0.3)t 5.5 (0.4) 4.2 (0.3t 6.3 (0.4)
1984 3.7(0.3)t 5.0 (0.3) 4.0 (0.3)1 5.4 (0.3)
Grade 11 1938 5.7(0.2)* 6.2 (0.3) 5.6 (0.3)1 6.6 (0.3)
1984 4.5 (0.3)t 6.1 (0.2) 4.9 (0.2)t 6.6 (0.2)
Number of words per sentence
Grade 4 1988 14.2.(0.8) 15.6 (0.9) 14.2 (0.7) 16.2 (1.1}
1984 14.8 (0.6) 15.0(0.5) 15.1 (0.6) 14.G (0.5)
Grade 8 1988 18.5 (1. 1)t 15.7 (0.6) 16.6 {0 8) 16.5 (0.5)
1984 193 (1.2)t 16.3 (0.4) 18.2 (0.8)1 16.0 {0.4)
Grade 11 1988 17900 18.0 (0% 18.21(07) 17.4 (0.5)
1984 20.3 (0.8t 17.6 (0.6) 19.2 (0.9)t 17.0 (0.5)
Number of errors
Grade 4 1988 56 (0.4 5304 49(0.5) 5.6 (0.3)
1984 6.4 (0.8)1 43(02) 4.7(0.3) 52(0.3)
Grade 8 1068 TOO5) G7(05) 63(0.4) 1807
1984 6.2 (05 6307 60 (0.5) 6.6 {0.6)
Grade 11 1988 66 (05) 5509 61 {06) 59 (06)
1981 6.7 0.6) 58 (0.2) 6.1{0.2) 6.2 (0.3)
Error rate
Grade 4 1983 207 (1.5 177219 20 1(2.2) 15.3(1.2)
1984 246 (2 Bt 143 (0. 181 (14) 1H5(09
Grade 8 1948 1705 17 0h 12.1(0.8) 1L EH
108 133(12) 100 (12) 13 9.6(09)
Grade 11 10914 86 (08) T30A 8H{1Y) 7514
1984 10.4 (1 5)1 69(0.3) 8.5 (0.5)t 69 (0.5)

*Shows statistically sigrificant difurence between yene at the (05 lovet

1shaws statisticslly significant difference between suagraaps within year at the 05 level (Black compared with White, male
campared vath temate}

Jackkefed standard proors are presented n paenthive,

Data for grade 4 are hased on a different winting task than data foi grades 8 and 11
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Trends in the Use of Sentence Types by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Year

Percentage run-on sentences

C
Grade 4 }(;22
Grade B i
Grade 11 :ggg
Percentage sentence fragments
Gradr 4 :ggg
Grade 8 :ggg
Grade 11 :ggg

Percentage sentences with aqreement errors

Grade 4 o
Grade 8 :ggg
Grade 11 :ggg
Percentage awkward sentences
o
Grade 8 : ggg
Grade 11 133

Race/Ethniclty
White Black
18.7 (7 9) 18.0 (2.1
127 (e. ) 15.0 {1.5)
1.3 (2.1 1 5.7 (0.9)
7.7 (2.4) 5.7 (0.8)
5.2 (1.1) 36(1.1)
UL 5.0 (0.8)
49 (1.3) 49 (1.3)
A7 (15) 3.0 (0.6)
4.10.9) 4.1 (0.7}
4.9 (1.4) 3.4 (0.6)
41(10) 2.3 (0.5)
5.6 (1.1)t 2.6 (0.4)
8.2 (1.5) 2107
10.3 (2.6) 3.0(0.7)
7.7 (1.8) 2.5 10.6)
3.7 01.3) 3200
5.1 (0.9) 1.5(04)
3.6 (0.9) 28(06)
39.5 (3.6)t 6.8 (2.7)
42.4 (5.2)t 204 (2.1)
46.4 (2.9)t 34.9 2.0)*
424 (5.0)1 281 (1.1
31.0 (2.1t 208 (1)
38.1 (5.1) 28.3(18)

Gender

Male

173 (3.6)
14.4 (2.1)
9.2 (2.0)
8.6 (1.4)
©7(1.7)
5.3(1.2)

33, (3.8)
25.4 (2.6)
399 (2.1)
34.4 (2.4)
214 (1.6)1*
35.1 (2.5

Female

16.8 (2.2)
17.2 (2.2)
15 (1.4)
6.0 (1.0)
26(08)
44(1.0)

45 (1.1
3.1 (0.6)
36(0.7)
3.5 (0.6)
7.1 (0.8)
2.6 (0.5)

3.1 (0.9

208 (1.1
27.5 (2.0)

Trends in Word-Level Errors by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Year

Percentage misspelled words

1948
Grade 4 1084
g 938
Grade 8 1. 94
. 1988
Grade 1! 1984

Percentage word-cholce errors

Grade 4 I 323
il
Grade 11 ::ig:
Percentage capltalization errors
O
Gratie A ;‘;;i;
Grade 8 :gﬁ
[$1312
Grade 11 1‘;;

Race/Ethnlclty
White Black
0.2 (0.8) 92 (10)
103 (1.0) 771{0.6)
40(0.3) 42 (0.3)
4.1{0.5) 3.810.3)
230.3) 2.1(0.3)
2.5 (0.3) 2.3(0.1)
1.0(02; 02101)
201(0.4) 0501
131(0.2) 071
1404 06 (6.1)
1102 0.5 (0 1)
1.2(0.2) 0.6{01)
05{0.0 091(04)
16{06) 0610.1)
03 (0.1)" 0502
07(02) 06103)
031 04{0.2)
0.5 {0.3) 0201

*Shows statiolicaliy cgnificant difference bebseen yeas i the (G5 fevel
1Shows statehicaliy sepficant difference between subgroups watinn yeer 2t the 05 level {Black compared with White. male

comparcd witn temale)

Gender

Male

100 (1.1)
97 (0.8)
5.0(:.3)
450 4)
26(0.4)
2.9(0.2)

06(0.1)
07(0.1)
08(01)
0.7 (0.0
0.7 (0.1)
0.7(0.1)

11 O8%)
091072)
051072
0.710.3)
04102
0.2 (0.1)

Female

83N
76 (0.5)
37(0.4)
3.2(03)
2.0(03)
2.0(0.2)

07(0.1)
0.9 (0.1)
09{0.2)
08(01)
0810 1)
0.7 (0.1)

0401
0.1102)
0704
0407
0.5(07)
0201

Jackknded standard errors are presented m parentheses. Data for grade 4 dre basesd on a ditferent writing task than data for grades

Band {1.



Trends in Punctuation Errors by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
Race/Ethnicity Gender
i SR e e O
Year Black White Male Female
Total punctuatlon errors per 100 words
Grade 4 1938 4.7 (0.8 2.8 (0.4) 4.0 (0.6) 2.2 (0.3)
1984 3.4 (0.4) 25 (0.3 2.8 (0.3) 2.6(0.3)
Grade 8 1968 2.0 (0.2) 1.7(02) 2.0(0.2) 1.7{0.2)
1984 2.8 (0.4} 1.7 (0.2 1962 1.802)
Grade 11 10988 1.7.(0.1)* 1.9 (0.4) 2.3(0.7) 1.5(0.2)
1984 2.3 (0.2) 1.6 (0.2) 18(0.2) 1.7 (0.2)
Punctuation omitted per 100 words
Crade 4 1988 4.2 (0.7) 2.7 (0.4) 3.8(06)* 2.1(0.3)
1984 2.910.4) 2.2 (0.7) 2.4 (0.3) 2.5(0.3)
Grade 8 1948 1.7 (0.2) 1.4(0.2) 1.6 (0.2) 1.3(0.13
1984 2.5 (0.4) 1.2.(0.1 1.5(0.1) 1.4(0.1)
Grade 11 19088 1.3 (0.1)* 1.5 (0.4) 1.9(0.7) 1.2 (0.2)
1984 1.8(0.1) 1.2 (0.1) 1.4 {0.2) 1.3(0.2)
Wrong punctuation per 100 errors
Grade 4 1988 0.5 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1{0.1)
1984 0.5 (0.3} 0.2 (0.1) 04(0.1) 0.2 (0.1)
Grade 8 19863 0.3 (0.1} 0.3 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 04 (0.1)
f 1984 0.4 (0.%) 0.5 (0.1} 05(0.1) 0.4 (0.1)
! Grade 11 1988 0.3(0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 04(0.1) 0.4 (0.1)
{ 1984 0.5 (0.1) 0.3 (0.0) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1)
:
H
i
|
!
!
!
i
i
;
i
|
i
i
i
)
%
f
i
, “Shows stattaaily s gaificant dfference Bobween years at the 05 level Jackkmifed standard errors are presenterdin parentheses. Data for grade 4 are
i based on a different writing tosk than data for grades 8 and 11
i
[}
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Trends in 9-Year-Old Students' Writing Achievement, 1974-84

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
RATED PiNIMAL OR BETTER ON RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCALE
o | TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT (4,5,0r6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
| (Primary Trait} (Primary Trait) {Holistic)
100
90

fo
80 :
e"‘g
WS, ¢

W
? f??f';.;—;,t ‘

“" T AUNT M
p 5\—\ Ay
P oo \ UNT May

30}
20

PUPPY LETTEH

nvedbityas .. { GOLDFISH
4w JFIREFLIES
10
DALy
HOLE IN BOX
P Vel e R
0 4 b .- -~
74 79 84 |14 79 B4 |74 79 84
W INFORMATIVE WRITING AGES  ASSESSMENT i IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES  ASSESSMENT
Brief Description of Task YEARS Brief Description of Task YFARS
Descnbe a surrealistic pamnting by Salvador Dali - 91317 1979-84 Wiite a story about the picture of a girl trying 9 1974-79
for a friend who has never seenit. to catch firellies.
B PERSUASIVE WRITING Whal would it be like to be something besides 9 1974-79

Brief Description of Task a person - like a goldfish, aitplans, horse or tree?
Wirte atettr convinaing the landlord you should 9 1974-79 tmagme yourse! in the pictuie of a box with a 91347 1974-79-84
ant tu keep your puppy hoe in it and an eys peeking through the opeming.
Wirile a letter to your favonte aunt, et's call her 9 1979-84 Descnbe the scene and how you feel aboul it
“AuntMay” Convinze her you are old enough Waito 4 story about the picture of a kangaroo g 1974-79
to travel alone to come visit hor. jumping over a fence.

NOTE: For results reported i 1979, responses to a given task were rated
either for task accomphishment (pumary trait) or fluency (holistically), not
both For results reportod m 1984, response s ware rated using both methods.
Fer 1074-79, the wrling tasks and detailed results are contained m NMAEPs
previous wrting trend reports published by the Education Cotmimissior of the
Slates.
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Trends in 13-Year-Old Students’ Writing Achievement, 1974-84

PERCENTAGE QF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN

RATED MINIMAL ORBETTER ON RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCALE
o TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT (4,5,0r6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
1 {Primary Trait) (Primary Trait) {Holistic)
100
80
80 =

Rine,

Ly PA
70 k55 77'5,?
RAINY DAY
Oh
\AO\—E we
60 .
DESCRIRE
LOSS m—-
50
40 -
W
/v% DN
w P
Or
30 v ——
o
R/’VC/,Q ("55\
A (57} ?\’\“5
£
20 - .
LOSS ORY
Hoe
A NBO
10 rmeef e X
A
RAINY DAY P
Ob- — —m b - . B N
T 79 84 |74 79 84
B INFORMATIVE WHITING AGES  ASSE GHEEENT IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES  ASSESSMENT

Briof Descuption of Task

Descrbe a surrealistic panting by Salvador Dal
for a tnend who has never seenit

91317

Describe a place you know about such as the
Ermpire State Bulding. a gugartic wheat held or
a sports stadinm

B PERSUASIVEWRLTING
f3nof Doscripion of 1 &

1347

Write your principal a leiier about the one thing 13
in your schoul that choul ! be changed and how
it wouldimprove your setion)

Convince the pnncipal to give yot the eehnol
sesston of your chotee - morning or aterncon

1417

106

O
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YEARS {inef Descrption of Task YEARS
1979-84 Imagine yourselfintho picture of abox with a 91347 1974-79-84
hole it and an eye pecking through the opening.
1974.79 Descrbe the scene and how you feel about t
Pretend you saw t was a ramy day Write aboul 13 1974-79
how a rany school morning makes you teel
Tell how it teets tolose somoething or 13 1974-79
someone of specialimportance
1974-79 NOTE For resulls reported in 1979, responses 10 a given task were rated
aither for task accomplishment (primary trait) or fluency (holistcally), not
Both or resulls reported in 1984, responses were rated using bolh methods
1979-84 For 1974-79. the woling tasks and delalled results are contamed m NAEPs

previnis witing trend reports published by the Education Commuission of the

States
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Trends in 17-Year-Gld Students’ Writing Achlevement, 174-34

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
RATED MiNIMAL ORBETTERON RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER TOP HALF OF FLLUENCY SCAI E
o TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT ON TASK ACCOIMPLISHMENT {4,5,0r6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
° | (Primary Trait) (Primary Trait) (Holistic)
)
“ gToRK
90
80 R
C o~
\IL‘ "
. L)
()
70
S
ELE S
LECTR[C BLA «0
NiceT \ON
60 SPLITSESS
, /yo
e
Sy,
-0
50
o o
ro"o
————— «,9@
ELECTRIC BLANKET! &, )
40
GRApPE 1,
S P&ELER F\’\
O
30
20
10
Of:  omommm s 3 B
Y LG 4. SO . N I/ U 4- MU .. B (L. 79 84
INFORMATIVE WRITING AGES  ASSESSMENT IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES  ASSESSMENT
Briof Description of Task YEANS Briet Description of Task YEAHSG
Descnbe a surealistic pambing by Salvador Dalv - 631317 1979-84 lmagine yoursuthin the preturg of a hox with a 91317 1974-78-84
for afriend who has never seentt hole initand an eye peeking through the opening.
_ . Daeseriba tho scane and how you teet about it
Write a letter expluning that you should not be 17 1974-79
billed every month for the electne blanket you 1 ook at the pictura of a stork and make up a story 17 1974-79
nevar recoived about how it appeared in your neighborhood.
Desent a placo you know aboul such s the 137 1974.79 Have fun wnling aletter to roturn your 17 1974-79
Empre State Building, a giganhic wheat hietd or gold-plated grape pealer,
a sports stadin NOTE- Fo " wod 1 1979 : sk od
oA I T IR OTE: For results reported in 1979, responses 10« (iven task were rale
n P”‘“’UA‘(?IW:W””‘N(’ aither for task accomplishmont (pravaty trad) or fluency (hohstically), not
BriefDescuphon of Task both For results reporiod n 1984, tesponses were tated using both metheds.
Suppontor oppose i plarto convert an old house 17 1974.79 For 197479, the writhing tasks and detaded rasults are - osntained in NAEDP s
o a student recroahion tenler PLOVIOUS wriling trond reponts published by the Lducation Cominission of the
Conviner the prncpal 1o giwve you liwe sehiool 1314/ 1979-44 Btatos.
session of your choice - - morning or aftornoon.
. “ U‘
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